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INTRODUCTION
Background
Behavioral objectives have become an accepted though still contro-
versial part of American education in the last decade. Useful tools in
their own right, behavioral objectives are being widely utilized in many
new and diverse educational enterprises, including large-scale curricu-
lum revisions, planning and evaluation models, federally aided projects
and performance contracts.
The two standard references on the topic indicate the separate
specialty areas which fostered interest in describing expected learning
outcomes through observable performance or behavior. Though the usage
of behavioral objectives in connection with educational programs is
probably attributable to Ralph Tyler (Ebel, 1970), Mager is usually
credited with having popularized behavioral objectives (henceforth re-
ferred to as objectives) in the mass education community in Preparing
Objectives for Programmed Instruction (1962). Bloom's Taxonomy of Edu-
cational Objectives (1956)
,
at first an obscure work intended to aid in
the construction of test items, later found success and has become a
standard text and reference, a "classic" in its field.
^
Learning about objectives is no longer restricted to those
1 As an indicator of its continued pervasiveness, articles concern-
ing objectives are listed in the Education Index (1971) under the head-
ing "Taxonomy," even though the category is inappropriate for most of
the articles.
2interested in programmed instruction or testing but has spread throughout
most aspects of preservice and inservice training including instruction,
curriculum, administration, evaluation and research. Besides formal in-
struction, the value (or lack of it) of using objectives to aid in plan-
ning and instruction and to promote student learning is a popular topic
in journals for educators of all backgrounds. There seems to be no end
to the number of articles, books and other media urging teachers and
other educators to use objectives and showing them how to write them.
Although both proponents and opponents of objectives agree that
objectives represent the intrusion of a technical, systematic approach,
surprisingly little empirical attention has been given to the broad area
of objective formulation and usage. The very sensibleness of the objec-
tive-based approach to clarifying learning goals may have obscured the
need for research. "The logical arguments for using behavioral objec-
tives, which are compelling, would be enhanced with some empirical data."
(Jenkins & Deno, 1971, p. 67)
The most frequent target of recommendations to use objectives is the
classroom teacher. Regardless of the size or type of enterprise, the
teacher is, in almost all cases, central to the use of objectives in af-
fecting student learning. The sparse research which has been done has
mainly focused on trying to identify improved student learning as the ul-
timate goal of using objectives. Several of the better-controlled studies
which have dealt with the effects of using objectives have been contradic-
tory or inconclusive, and investigators have suggested the need to look at
the teacher as the necessary agent in the learning process. Studies which
3have attempted to study the teacher as a developer and user of objectives
raise serious doubts concerning standard assumptions about the impact of
objectives upon teacher attitudes and practices.
In 1960 John Goodlad (p. 192) wrote the following statement, which
needs little revision twelve years later:
There appear to be no studies establishing an actual relation-
ship between increased clarification of educational objectives
and improved discrimination in the selection of classroom
learning opportunities for the student."
In one of many recent books on writing behavioral objectives, McAshan
(1970, p. 7) expresses similar concerns, feeling it necessary to caution
educational program planners:
"... it should be recognized that much knowledge and experi-
ence is yet to be gained in the use of behavioral and perfor-
mance objectives. Research will undoubtedly support the value
of using behavioral objectives for the purposes of evaluation.
Research on the usefulness and value of behavioral objectives
for curriculum development purposes and to increase student
learning is far from complete."
This lack of research concern has hampered the transition of objec-
tives from a popular issue to a practical everyday occurrence in educa-
tional programs of all kinds, including the basic repertoire of the
teacher. Developers of such enterprises as sophisticated curricula,
evaluation models or accountability systems, while following a behavior-
al objective approach, often face decisions without precedent and with
no empirically-based guidance available. Articles published this year
are often difficult to distinguish from those of five years ago.
From classroom practice to nationwide application, further research
on behavioral objectives is urgently needed, and the most basic unit of
research seems to concern objectives and the teacher. If behavioral ob-
4j ec L i ves are not
- to share the fate
tions, then research must begin to
directions
.
of so many other educational innova-
question the assumptions and provide
Statement of the Problem
This study attempts to provide an empirical basis for the widely-
stated belief that teachers who describe their curriculum through behav-
ioral objectives are different in specified ways from those who have not
had this experience.
Previous research has not been able to demonstrate that objectives
do make a difference. Some researchers have suggested that desired ef-
fects were not present because teachers in these studies lacked training
m» and were probably not committed to, an objective-based approach.
The design for this dissertation endeavored to incorporate the sug-
gested conditions by using as subjects teachers who have received train-
ing and have written objectives for their own courses. This experience,
in the author s opinion, represented the highest level of involvement
teachers customarily experience. It seemed most likely to produce the
understanding and valuing seemingly missing in previous studies, while
remaining within a realistic educational setting.
Criteria upon which the researcher sought to differentiate the "ob-
jective-experienced" teachers from the unexperienced were developed from
expectations most frequently encountered in educational literature and in
interviews with educators familiar with the process of developing objec-
tives. These criteria were supported with appropriate measures of known
5quality.
The study was therefore designed to:
1) Demonstrate the possibility of empirically supporting the popu-
lar assumptions concerning the benefits teachers derive from writing and
using objectives.
2) Expand upon previous studies, which have not been able to demon-
strate effects, by using as subjects teachers who are immersed in the ob-
jective development process.
3) Select criteria upon which to measure group differences concern-
ing the perceived value and utility of objectives; these to be formulated
as the preliminary development of a construct and studied through known-
group validation approach.
Hypothesis and Overview
The hypothesis for this study is: given a test based on popular
expectations concerning the beneficial (and detrimental) effects on
teachers of writing and using behavioral objectives, a group of teachers
who have received training and practice in analysis of curriculum by the
behavioral objective approach are distinguishable from a group who have
not had this experience.
In research terminology the hypothesis is described as follows:
given a test which defines the construct called expectations for teachers
who write and use behavioral objectives, known-group validation produces
supportive evidence in the predicted direction of the expectations.
Fur
ther explanation and justification of this procedure is offered in the
6chapter entitled "Research Rationale."
Expectations are defined to include values, attitudes and practices
attributed to objective-experienced teachers in the general literature
and from interviews with professionals working in objective-related
projects. These teacher characteristics, including ones from the point
of view opposing objectives, were the criteria used in the development
of a test instrument. The instrument was then presented to a sample con
sis ting of two groups of teachers: one with training and experience in
writing behavioral objectives and one without the specified experience.
Data were analyzed to determine if objective-experienced teachers were
more favorable toward or reflected the expectations under consideration.
7CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Three types of literature were reviewed in the course of this study.
A review of the general literature on objectives, further focused on such
literature which discussed effects on teachers, was part of the instrument
development process and is briefly mentioned below. The second type of
review was the typical review of research related to the problem under
study. A summary of pertinent research literature is the main body of
this chapter. An additional literature survey developed from the research
approach chosen for the study. Literature related to construct valida-
tion, known-group method and ex post facto design is discussed separately
in Chapter III, "Research Rationale."
General Literature
Discussions about the worth of behavioral objectives of a general
nature abound. They are found in all varieties of educational journals,
including such diverse specialty areas as art, audio-visual, mentally re-
tarded, music, speech, and agricultural education. Many books have also
been written at this level, mostly of the "how to write objectives" vari-
ety. Statements concerning objectives from these sources tend to be very
general, logically appealing to many but lacking in guidance for technical
implementation and practical application.
Regarding teachers in particular, the following description (Gerhard,
1971, pp. 165-166) concerning the benefits teachers derive from writing
8objectives is typical not only of the literature but of comments frequent
1y heard at workshops, in courses, and within the profession in general:
.
. when teachers attempt to grind out behavioral objectives
when they roll up their sleeves and persist, the clarity which
emerges affects every aspect of the instructional process and
serves to change the total pattern. During the process of
specifying objectives and planning for instruction, questions
and comments such as the following are frequently heard:
I ve just reorganized my instructional sequence in teach-ing skills x and y. Listing the pupils’ behavioral objectives
did it. It is more logical and efficient this way. . . .’
'These objectives require that the child actually performs
—not that he writes or verbalizes. You don't test a kid on
swimming by asking him to write an essay on 'How I Swim'!
. .
.'
'Why am I emphasizing facts 1, 2, and 3? Shouldn't I be
developing concept A instead?'
. . .
I thought this business of specifying objectives was just
verbal garbage. I felt we were just substituting the objectives
game for the plan book game. But boy, was I surprised! This
specificity gets to you."'
Attitudes and expectations most frequently encountered in a review
of the more general literature of this type were incorporated into the
criteria used in this study to differentiate the "objective-experienced"
teachers from those who are not (see Chapter IV, subsection entitled "De-
velopment of Original Instrument").
Research Literature
Much harder to locate were more technical writings and studies deal-
ing with the actual effects of specifying objectives, which influenced the
design of this study. Eisner (1969, p. 11) specified five areas of needed
research
:
"(1) The relationship between the way educational objectives are
formulated and their quality;
(2) the extent to which teachers have objectives;
(3) the effect of educational objectives on curriculum planning;
9(4) the effects of educational objectives on instruction; and
(5) the usefulness of educational objectives in facilitating
learning .
"
Eisner adds,
"Although such questions are complex, they are important objec-
tives for empirical attention. When one looks for research on
these questions, one soon finds that for the most part they
have been neglected."
An early study by Ammons (1964) noted that methods suggested for de-
termining educational objectives tended to be so incomplete, nonexplicit,
and ambiguous as to defy validation by empirical means. She studied ob-
jectives developed at the highest level within a school system and found
no factors concerning the objective development process or product which
were related to teachers' use of objectives. Other "discoveries" includ-
ed that "some systems do not have objectives" and that "teachers in this
study appear to base their instructional programs on what they customar-
ily have done rather than on the system's educational objectives." (p.
457) Perhaps the study's most significant contribution was demonstrating
that objective inquiry could be conducted.
More recent studies have used experimental designs. They fall into
two areas: those that try to identify differential learning in students
when taught by behaviorally-stated, specific objectives versus more gen-
erally-stated objectives; and those that seek to identify differences in
teachers' attitudes or effectiveness when given objectives or operating
in a system supporting such use. The former, student-focused studies,
are far more prevalent than the latter, teacher-focused studies.
Several small-scale classroom studies, as typified most recently by
those of Dalis (1970) and Long and Huck (1972), conclude that within
10
as
their limited studies precisely-stated behavioral objectives are effec-
tive in increasing student learning, usually on recall types of tasks,
measured by a criterion test which closely follows the objectives given
to the students.
However, a variety of more sophisticated studies offer different,
contradictory, findings. Young, Michael and Jensen (1972) found
mixed effects of using behavioral objectives as opposed to standard
classroom practice on achievement, significant for some subjects but not
for others, as measured by criterion-built tests. Jordan (1971) used a
standardized test to investigate the effect of using behaviorally-stated
objectives and found no differences on the achievement test, but that
students utilizing objectives had better attitudes toward the subject
than students taught by other methods. Yelon and Schmidt (1971) found
the presentation of objectives at the beginning of the learning period
had, at best, no effect on student performance on a complex task and that
attitudes were negatively influenced.
Recent researchers have begun to separate out variables more pre-
cisely, realizing that the question is more complex than previously con-
sidered. Morse and Tillman (1972) introduced training on using objec-
tives to their study, but found it had no significant effect. They also
used a two-part criterion test, objective-related items and nonobjective-
related items, and found that students who possessed objectives scored
higher on objective-related items, as predicted, and as well as the stu-
dents who were not given objectives on the nonobjective-related items.
Olsen (1972) examined the effects of objectives, grades and knowl-
11
edge of results on classroom learning. He found that none of the three,
alone or in combination, affected learning. The criterion test included
a subset of test items directly related to specific behavioral objectives
given to students, and even on that subset of items learning was not sig-
nificantly affected.
Two similar student studies were done by Baker (1969) and Jenkins
and Deno (1971). They differ from the studies described above in that
the teacher is introduced as an independent variable. Both provided
teachers with behavioral and nonbehavioral objectives for a specific unit
of instruction. Jenkins and Deno also provided objectives to a teacher
and student group, and to a student only group. Student learning was
measured and no significant differences were found in either study.
Baker also asked the teachers given behavioral objectives in her study
to select the test items which directly measured the objectives they had
been given and they were unable to select at a better than chance level.
Discussions of results in both studies postulate that lack of teacher
training and practice in using objectives may explain the lack of learn-
ing differences. Both also note the need to study further whether the
teachers recognize the value of objectives and use them appropriately.
"Even if teachers do understand what behavioral objectives are, one still
must assess the extent to which teachers are committed to producing pupil
achievement." (Baker, 1969, p. 8)
Studies focusing directly on the teacher are more rare, but those
found seem to support the above contentions. Popham (1967, p. 45) com-
pared the performances of experienced teachers with housewives and
12
students in promoting learner achievement with prespecified goals and ma-
terials and reports:
"None of these, investigations revealed a significant difference
favoring the experienced teachers. The investigators concluded
that experienced teachers are simply not more experienced at
accomplishing prespecified behavior changes in learners. There
undoubtedly must be training provided for teachers so they ac-
quire the skills necessary to efficiently achieve such behavior
changes ."
Cohen (1970) reports a study of the values and perceptions of jun-
ior college faculty and students. The three colleges chosen varied in
institutional commitment to the use of objectives from strong, neutral,
to none. Instructors were asked to rank seven possibilities in answer
to the question, What do you think students look for when they enter a
class for the first time?" The choice "specific learning objectives"
was ranked, on the average, last or next to last by all three faculties.
However, when students were asked a similar question, they ranked "spe-
cific learning objectives" first. The pattern of response to the faculty
questionnaire suggested that few of the instructors, regardless of the
college commitment to objectives, considered objectives useful, though
their students clearly did.
In summary, though popular literature urging teachers to write and
use objectives abounds, only recently have educational researchers seri-
ously considered their effects. Results from studies concerned with im-
proving student learning have been contradictory. This has led several
researchers to group objectives with other factors, considering the
problem to be of a multivariate nature. Others, finding expected learn-
ing effects to be lacking, have questioned the role of the teacher and
13
the importance of the teacher's valuing and commitment to an objective
approach. Research in this area is minimal. In studies where objectives
have been imposed upon teachers for short durations of time, they did not
seem to affect their behavior. Where the institution professes a commit-
ment, teachers' attitudes are not necessarily affected as one would pre-
dict. In examining the research literature on objectives, one cannot
help but be impressed by (1) its scarcity and (2) its unanticipated con-
tradictory and inconclusive findings.
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH RATIONALE
It can be stated that at the present time there is no theory in
education about why it is beneficial for teachers to write and use ob-
jectives. Concomitant with the lack of theory is the fact that there
is no instrument currently available to measure the effects on teachers
from this experience. Given the absence of theory and criteria, the hy-
pothesis for this study requires identifying commonly held expectations
concerning writing objectives as criteria and incorporating them into a
test instrument. If the instrument differentiates, as hypothesized, an
objective-experienced group of teachers from one that is not, then one
has evidence to indicate the possibility that variables and relationships
exist concerning writing objectives that could eventually contribute to
building a theory.
In this study the expectations held for teachers who write and use
behavioral objectives made up the "construct" under development; the
method of construct validation used was "known-group," and the design
was ex post facto. Because the methodology is uncommon in education,
especially when applied in this context, the above three concepts are
detailed in this chapter, providing a research rationale for the proce-
dures used in the study.
"Construct"
The attributes of objective-experienced teachers proposed as crite-
15
na arc concepts called a construct, upon which the test was built. The
appropriateness of the concepts, as represented by the test instrument,
was judged by validating the construct. The validation procedures em-
ployed in this study are similar to construct validation as used in psy-
chology and sociology. Although constructs are most often associated
with research into personality or attitudes, there is expert opinion to
support the use of construct methodology in this case.
According to the "Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests
and Diagnostic Techniques" (1954, p. 14):
"Construct validity is ordinarily studied when the tester has
no definitive criterion measure of the quality with which he
is concerned, and must use indirect measures to validate the
theory. Here the trait or quality underlying the test is of
central importance, rather than either the test behavior or
the scores on the criteria."
The absence of criteria to measure the effects of writing objectives has
been previously cited. Also, following the above recommendation, the
importance of the test developed in this study was, rather than to give
a score, its ability to identify and substantiate such criteria.
More basic, and explanatory of the above reference to absence of
suitable measurement, is Kerlinger's (1964, p. 449) emphasizing of the
importance of construct validity in theory building:
"The significant point about construct validity, that which
sets it apart from other types of validity, is its preoccu-
pation with theory, theoretical constructs, and scientific
empirical inquiry involving the testing of hypothesized
relations .
"
Cronbach has probably written more extensively and diversely than
any other psychologist on constructs and their validation. With Meehl
(1955, pp. 282-283), Cronbach described a construct as "some postulated
16
attribute of people, assumed to be reflected in test performance" and
construct validation as "involved whenever a test is to be interpreted as
a measure of some attribute or quality which is not 'operationally de-
fined. More recently Cronbach (1971) has attempted to broaden thinking
on validity by focusing more on its educational and interpretative use
than on its more narrow use in personality measurement, the context in
which it is usually discussed. He states (p. 447) that the term "test
validation" has been the source of much misunderstanding.
One validates, not a test, but an interpretation of data
arising from a specified procedure ... a single instrument
may be used in many different ways ... the evidence thatjustifies one application may have little relevance to the
next .
"
As applied to this study, the intent was to validate the development of
a construct and the test was to be judged on the basis of data derived
for this situational use only.
Cronbach has not only expanded the concept of validity in general
but also the notion of construct in particular, and in a direction sup-
portive of the strategy here proposed. He considers construct validation
required whenever a description implies what is to be expected of a per-
son and refers to a person's internal processes (1971, p. 451). In this
case what was being described were expectations for a group of people,
which Cronbach would probably also support under his category of con-
structs describing situations (1971, p. 462).
It can therefore be said that the construct of this study was con-
cerned with identifying criteria to describe expectations concerning the
internal processes of a group of people in a particular situation.
17
"Known-Group"
The hypothesis requires differentiating between a minimum of two
groups on the basis of an experience that one group has had and one has
not the writing and using of objectives. If the construct is verified,
then such groups can be differentiated on that basis alone. A method
frequently mentioned in connection with establishing construct validity
employs this rationale and is called "known-group." Its best-known uses
include attitude and social value scale studies.
According to Cronbach and Meehl (1955, p. 287): "If our understand-
ing of a construct leads us to expect two groups to differ on the test,
this expectation may be tested directly." Kresch, Crutchfield and Bal-
lachey (1962, p. 159) state: "There are often a priori grounds for as-
suming that if a scale is valid, it should differentiate certain defined
types of people in a specified direction."
Shaw and Write (1967, p. 19) describe known-group as the most famil-
iar approach to the establishment of construct validity and describe it
as follows:
"if our definition of the underlying attitude leads us to expect
that two or more groups should hold different attitudes toward a
given object, it follows that a valid scale to measure the atti-
tude in question should yield different scores for these groups."
Known-group method was employed in the classic study of measuring
attitude by Thurstone and Chave (1929). They built and experimented with
a scale for measuring attitude toward the church. Validation of the
scale included presenting it to several types of groups. The findings
were encouraging, and included discrimination such as: divinity students
18
concentrated more strongly in favor of the church than general student
groups; Roman Catholics were more in favor than other denominational
groups; and church-goers" were more in favor than non-"church-goers .
"
Failure to have found such differences would have put the usefulness
of the scale in serious question.
Although a researcher can be pleased with the type of discrimination
between groups that Thurstone and Chave report, an absolute separation is
neither expected nor desired (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955, p. 287):
Only a coarse correspondence between test and group designation
is expected. Too great a correspondence between the two would
indicate that the test is to some degree invalid, because mem-
bers of the groups are expected to overlap on the test."
At this point the reader may be questioning whether there would not
indeed be other plausible hypotheses which could explain the difference
between the groups, other constructs that could be proposed than the one
offered here (Thurstone and Chave' s attitude toward church or the au-
thor's toward objective-experienced teachers). This is true and inherent
in any study of construct validation, which requires repeated challenges
to validity through generation and testing of counter-hypotheses. Cron-
bach (1971, p. 465) stated that construct validation is never complete
and requires the integration of many studies.
"The initial report is usually far from convincing; the sophis-
ticated reader will think of alternative ways to account for
the test behavior. ... If the construct interpretation is
taken seriously by the profession, its validity is challenged
over and over again."
Since this is an initial study, its "success" can best be judged if
the construct proposed proves a useful concept, leading to differences of
opinion and further study in the area.
19
"Ex Post Facto"
Construct validation by a known-group approach both contributed to
and was derived from the choice of an ex post facto design. It is a de-
sign in which the variables under study and their relationships already
exist and the experimenter does not manipulate nor control them. There
is no randomization. The investigator attempts to identify differences
and interpret them. If the hypothesized relationship exists, it is a
positive finding suggesting directions for further study. However, if
the hypothesized relationship is not identified, there is little ground
for substantiating alternative hypotheses. Fortune (personal conversa-
tion, November 1971) has identified this as "high risk research," justi-
fiable when a problem exists which has not been previously studied. In
such situations there is a slim chance of a positive outcome, but if that
did occur it would cause considerable rethinking and impetus for further
study.
An ex post facto design was chosen not only because of methodologi-
cal suitability but also for practicality and in consideration of the
lack of significant findings in previous studies reviewed above. Experi-
mental studies in this area have tended to deal with single units of in-
struction presented to the teacher and often tested in terms of effects
on students rather than on teachers. To remove artificiality and incor-
porate suggested variables concerning teacher training and commitment,
one would need to design and carry out a project which included training
teachers in a realistic manner to write objectives. Since this was not
feasible for this dissertation, the investigator used subjects who have
20
a 1 rontly participated in such a project.
21
C II A P T E R | V
PROCEDURES
The flow chart presented in Figure 1 on the following page is de-
signed to assist the reader in following the activities described in this
chapter and in integrating this information with the hypothesis, research
rationale and other information discussed in preceding chapters.
Instrumentation
The hypothesis for this study required a test based upon popular ex-
pectations concerning the beneficial (and detrimental) effects on teach-
ers of writing and using behavioral objectives. Early in the proposal
stage it was determined that the types of expectations concerning teacher
values, attitudes and practices being expressed in the current literature
for teachers who have written objectives were not adequately or suitably
covered by any of the known, available tests for teachers (Burros, 1965,
1972; Miller, 1970; Getzels & Jackson, 1963). It was therefore decided
to create an original instrument and consider items from published tests,
useful in whole or in part, as supplementary.
Development of Original Instrument
The investigator gathered descriptive characteristics attributed to
objective-experienced teachers, including those concerning practices,
perspectives, attitudes and values. The two major sources of these char-
acteristics were current educational literature, periodical and book, and
interviews held with professional educators in objective-related projects.
22
FIGURE 1
PROCEDURES
TASK METHOD
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The review of current literature began with articles listed in the
Education Index under "Taxonomy of education objectives (June 1971 - June
1969)." In addition to books on the topic known to the researcher, the
articles led to several others. References in articles or books to less
recent articles were followed up if they were considered promising.
Articles and books reviewed were those which proposed or opposed the
use of behavioral objectives, either in general or in specific subject
areas. Those specifically chosen to generate items spoke to the effect
of objective training, writing and use on teachers, changes it would make
on their outlook and actions, and other characteristics attributed to the
objective experience. They included: Broudy (1970), Cohen (1966), Ger-
hard (1971), Kibler
,
Barker and Cegala (1970), Kimball (1971), Kurtz
(1965), Lindvall (1964), Mager (1962), Oj emann (1971), Raths (1971),
Tyler (1964), and Wood and Skurnik (1969).
Several books (Armstrong, Cornell, Kraner & Roberson, 1970; Burns,
1972; Sefein, 1971; and Vargas, 1972) which became available to the re-
searcher after the items had been developed were also reviewed. There
seemed to be minimal new information and the investigator was satisfied
that the items already developed still represented the most current lit-
erature.
Interviews were held with seven educators associated with three ob-
jective-based projects or programs, one at the elementary and secondary
level, one at a community college, and one which included both secondary
schools and community colleges. The projects collectively covered a va-
riety of subjects and several states. The interviewees held a variety of
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positions: teacher, project director, professor, dean of curriculum and
instructional development, student research assistant, and project asso-
ciates. The interviews were informal, lasted from 15 minutes to one hour
and were all conducted with the following interview questions in common:
I am conducting a survey. Would you please answertions tor me concerning behavioral objectives?
some ques-
1. Briefly describe your experience with objectives.
2. How do you define behavioral objectives?
3. Do you feel that the experience of writing behavioral
objectives is a beneficial one? (If yes
. .
.) What haveyou or the teachers you have worked with gained from this
experience? What changes have occurred in you or your
teachers?
For each statement:
a. How would you describe a teacher who does
or shows in behavioral terms?
b. In what ways would they differ from one who has not
had such an experience?
4. Can you name some things which have not changed since you
began writing behavioral objectives?
5. Do you feel there are any negative outcomes from the expe-
rience of writing behavioral objectives? Any bad effects
or changes for the worse in you or your teachers?"
The expectations mentioned most frequently in the literature and in
interview responses were selected and adjusted where necessary to give a
balance of topics and positive and negative views. This information was
then used to generate 46 items.
A Likert-type scale was chosen. The respondent indicates agreement
or disagreement with each item on a five-point scale. Items written as
favorable to the objective-writing experience are considered the positive
responses and agreement with them rates the highest score. The reverse
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scoring is true for an equal number of unfavorable items. The balance
of positive and negative items not only allowed a representation of both
views toward behavioral objectives but also was intended to
. . mini-
mize possible response sets of subjects that might be generated if only
favorable or unfavorable statements were included in the scale." (Ed-
wards, 1957, p. 155) The scale not only allowed the investigator to
compare items but also, by summing ratings of all items or groups of
items, to compare groups of individuals’ scores. Miller (1970, p. 92)
considers the scale's utility to be its reliability for producing a rough
ordering of people in regard to a particular attitude or attitude complex
and that the score includes a measure of intensity as expressed on each
item. [The scale was modified, given the results of the field test. See
below
. ]
Description of Published Tests Considered
Only one test was located which dealt directly with teacher atti-
tudes toward behavioral objectives. It is the Instructional Objectives
Preference List (I.O.P.L.) by Popham and Baker, first reported on in 1967
and later included in Establishing Instructional Goals (1970). This test
is said to measure one's preference for behaviorally-stated goals. Sub-
jects are presented with 20 instructional objectives, half of which are
behaviorally-stated. Preference for behaviorally-stated objectives
yields a high score.
Validity data is presented in the 1967 article, but it has not been
updated for the 1970 version. [The 1970 version indicates further refin-
ing but the researcher has no evidence that the test has been modified.
]
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The validity study using an external criterion did show significant posi-
tive correlation between the subjects' performance on the I.O.P.L. and
observed use of objectives, but a lower correiation with an achievement
test on objectives, permitting the inference that the two tests were
measuring different attributes. The investigation of construct validity
was based on subjects' performance before and after instruction on behav-
ioral objectives. A factor analysis was carried out. It was predicted
that prior to instruction a general factor would not emerge and that af-
terward there would be present a general factor with heavy loadings from
behavioral objectives in one direction and from nonbehavioral objectives
m the other. All but one item increased the strength of their loadings
in the appropriate direction after instruction.
It was decided that the I.O.P.L. would be a useful test to include
in the instrument package as: (1) a measure of group preference for
behavioral objectives between the objective-experienced group and the
nonobjective-experienced group; and (2) a source of correlational com-
parisons with items and groups of items on the Original Instrument.
Two other sources of items from published instruments were consid-
ered. Both have several items applicable to the behavioral objective ap-
proach, although neither deals exclusively with this area. These are de-
scribed only briefly as they were later removed after the field test (see
"Instrument Tryout" below).
Two items were chosen from the "Staff Survey I, the Design, Develop-
ment and Dissemination of Research Models for Junior Colleges," referred
to by Cohen (1970) as discussed in the preceding chapter entitled "Review
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of Literature." He studied responses of teachers to items dealing with
the usefulness of objectives and found that their responses did not dif-
fer regardless of their institutions' various levels of commitment to the
objective approach. The researcher felt it useful to replicate two of
the items which Cohen had discussed exactly as they had appeared on the
survey.
The second set of partial items included in the preliminary instru-
ment package consisted of six items, three from the "Purdue Instructor
Performance Indicator" (Snedeker & Remmers
,
1960) and three from the
"Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction" (Remmers & Elliot, 1964). The
items concerned the teachers' clarity of presenting objectives to stu-
dents, how well they followed the objectives and stuck to the subject,
and the relation of objectives to grades and tests. These items were
modified and the subjects were asked to indicate their opinion of the
items "used in a popular student rating scale of instruction." Opinions
were indicated on a five-point scale, the poles being Suitable and Un-
suitable for rating of instruction.
Two additional sources of test items were considered to have appli-
cable items but were not chosen for the preliminary test. These were
items from teacher questionnaires in Item Banking (Wood & Skurnik, 1969)
and Guidebook for Teacher Use in Individualizing Instruction Through Use
of Unipacs (Eckman, 1971). The questionnaire items considered useful
were then added to the sources of information from which items for the
Original Instrument were developed.
Instrument Tryout
The preliminary instrument package was field tested under three cir-
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cumstanees, each leading to modifications in procedures and content, in
additLon, the Original Instrument was presented to five educators famil-
iar with objective-experienced teachers for an item sort, leading to item
revision.
Field test . The first field test situation was a two-day workshop
for approximately 50 teachers being introduced to an achievement monitor-
ing project, which included training on objective writing, selection and
use. Since they were not known to have had previous experience with ob-
jectives, it was decided to give the test on a pre and post basis, giving
half the group items from the published test first and half the Original
Instrument, and reversing the process for the post. Each half
-group was
halved again, one getting directions in a direct manner and another in an
indirect manner, attempting to disguise that these were tests of atti-
tudes. The dual directions follow a suggestion of Hammond (1948), who
suggests that a knowledge that attitudes are being tested tends to bias
the results. Although all participants took the pretest as described,
the post test was not given. Several incidents during the workshop creat-
ed a hostile atmosphere and the director felt that the posttest might
create further difficulties. This situation also served to make the re-
searcher aware that this group could probably not be considered an aver-
age group of teachers.
From the pretest data, several things were learned. First, the test
took too long to administer. Each half was planned for 10-15 minutes but
took much longer, causing restlessness and disinterest.
Secondly, there seemed to be little indication that the mode of in-
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strumous-direct or indirect-as presented made any difference. Aver-
age item response for direct and indirect groups were calculated for each
item on the Original Instrument. Although there were differences, they
balanced out. Total score on the I.O.P.L. was calculated and averaged
for the two groups. The indirect group was slightly lower.
Thirdly, subjects had trouble responding to the two sets of items
from the Staff Survey and Purdue instruments described above. Several
mentioned that questions fran the Staff Survey were not applicable to
their situation. They also seemed confused about the directions on each,
which differed from the two major instruments.
The following decisions were made on the basis of this information:
1) Because of the necessity to shorten the test and because the
partial use of the Staff Survey and Purdue instruments seemed question-
able, it was decided to drop these from the instrument package, the
I.O.P.L. and Original Instrument remaining.
2) Because the use of indirect and direct instructions produced no
or slight differences, it was decided to use a direct mode. In the case
of the I.O.P.L. it was felt that the difference was not enough to warrant
changing the published directions. Also, the direct instructions had
produced the higher average score, so this decision did not favor the
researcher
.
The second field test was held at a regional educational research
conference in the behavioral objectives workshop. Since many of the par-
ticipants could be expected to have some knowledge of the field already
and the workshop was only one day, it was decided to give the instrument
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package
,
as revised, at the end of the workshop. Although 15 to 20 peo-
ple had registered, only six came, including the researcher and a col-
league who knew of the study. Including the workshop leader, four „ues-
tionnaires were returned.
The number of questionnaires returned made any analysis of items
suspect. However, total scores for the I.O.P.L. were calculated, and
as averaged, were over 20 points higher than the first field test group.
This is an indication that subjects experienced with objectives perform
better on the I.O.P.L. than those who are not, as the authors of the
I.O.P.L. advocate.
The decision reached from the second field test was to retain the
I.O.P.L. in the instrument package, as it seemed to perform as predicted.
Since the two planned field tests seemed to fall short of expecta-
tions due to circumstances beyond the control of the examiner, it was de-
cided to attempt one more. Since an objective-based training experience
was not available to the researcher, a local high school was chosen. At
an interview with the principal, the researcher was told that teachers
in his school had no special training in behavioral objectives. Twenty
questionnaires were left with the principal. Nine were returned, seven
of which were usable.
Although the number of questionnaires returned was insufficient for
detailed analysis, it was noted that some of the teachers did exception-
ally well on the I.O.P.L., one receiving the first 100 percent score the
investigator had encountered. It was doubtful that some of these teachers
belonged in a nonobjective-experienced group.
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Partially as a result o£ the third field test, an additional sec-
tion of open-ended questions was added to the instrument package, which
requested information on the subject's knowledge of and experience with
objectives and other information pertinent to describing the groups.
It was hoped that this information could be used for subgrouping during
analysis
.
A modification was also made in the scale used in the Original In-
strument. Rather than the five to one rating, strongly agree to strong-
ly disagree, it was decided to use the following:
Strongly
Agree — — Strongly
— Disagree
It was hoped this change would lessen the probabilities of dispro-
portionate neutral responses, found in some of the field test subjects.
Also, this change allowed the two types of analysis discussed below
without forcing the data or making unneeded assumptions for the middle
response position.
Item sort. The second type of instrument tryout was the major
source of data for item modification for the Original Instrument. To
assure that the items as written reflected commonly held expectations
for teachers who write and use objectives, the items were presented to
five "experts." These persons were chosen from those working in objec-
tive-based projects or institutions. Three had been interviewed in the
expectation collection stage and had at that time, in the investigator's
opinion, demonstrated a sound knowledge of the objective approach. Two
additional educators were identified for this purpose, who serve as di-
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items of the Original instrument were presented to the five
persons on index cards, with instructions to separate the items into two
piles, those that a hypothetical group of objective-experienced teachers
would respond favorably to and those with which they would disagree. In
addition, if they found an item unclear or had great difficulty deciding
in which pile they were to put the item, they placed a question mark on
that item card.
The items were then scored as to whether they agreed with the posi-
tive or negative assignment intended by the researcher. Two items had
more than one disagreement, and six had one disagreement and at least
one question mark. All eight were revised. In some cases, the item
was discussed with the person who had disagreed in order to ascertain
the reason. Most often, it was lack of item clarity rather than disa-
greement over the basic concepts. None were eliminated.
The instrument package, as revised through field testing and the
item sort described above, consisted of:
1) I.O.P.L.: a 20-item published and validated test designed to
indicate the subjects' preference for objectives stated in behavioral
terms. The test was given as published (see Appendix).
2) Original Instrument: a 46—item test based on popular expecta-
tions concerning attitudes, values and practices of teachers who write
and use behavioral objectives (see Appendix).
3) Information Sheet: consisting of six open-ended questions con-
cerning knowledge and use of behavioral objectives (see Appendix).
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lj£HaMJ LLy of Original lnsl^ rnmoni-
Reliabili ty for the Original Instrument was determined for each sam-
ple by using Hoyt's analysis of variance approach (Hoyt, 1941). Since
the field test groups were not necessarily similar to the sample groups,
instrument reliability was determined from actual test data, as discussed
in Chapter V, "Analysis."
Although reliability was not determined from the field tests, steps
taken at that time to clarify ambiguous items and set clear and standard
instructions fall within considerations for reliability improvement (Ker-
linger
, 1964, pp. 442-443).
Samp le
The researcher used two sample sets, each with an objective-experi-
enced and a nonobjective-experienced group. The sample sets are referred
to as the Primary and Secondary Samples and are described in Figure 2 on
the following page.
Primary Sample
The primary sample group of objective-experienced teachers tested
was drawn from the approximately 40 second-year participants in a two-
state project for the evaluation of occupational education in the north-
eastern part of the country. Henceforth it is referred to as "Project
Information." The investigator had been involved with Project Informa-
tion on a consultant basis since 1969, and it was various questions
raised in the development of this project which suggested the topic of
this study. Project administrators were most cooperative and plan to
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FIGURE 2
SAMPLE DESCRIPTION
PRIMARY SAMPLE
Source Level Subgroup
Method of
Collection
GROUP 1
Objective-
Experienced
"Project
Information"
Secondary
and Post-
Secondary
1. Those attending
dissemination
conference
2. Those not at
conference
1. In person by
investigator
2. Mail
3. Project dropouts 3. Mail
GROUP 2
Non-
Objective-
Vocational
School "X"
Secondary (All trade teachers) School director
Experienced
Community
College "X"
Post-
Secondary
(Teachers to be and
prior to attending
objectives workshop)
Professor -
Workshop leader
SECONDARY SAMPLE
Source Level Subg roup
Method of
Collec tion
GROUP 3
Objective-
Experienced
District K:
School 1
Elementary (All teachers) District K
Research Dept.
GROUP 4
Non-
Objective-
Experienced
District K:
School 2
Elementary (All teachers) District K
Research Dept.
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li;u ‘ 1 Ih ' liluJin&H ol this study to supp 1 oment ihcir evaluation.
il,e P r°J ect is designed as a prototype of an information feedback
system which includes collecting behavioral objectives from occupational
education teachers (secondary and community college), synthesizing simi-
lar objectives, and building performance tests that project schools can
use for the objectives they teach. A variety of criterion-referenced
information would then be provided by class plus normative standards
among those teaching the same objective.
Project Information s efforts at implementing this evaluation model
are centered upon the concept of objectives, and the project has, so far,
concentrated the major portion of its effort in this area. The project
director described the reason for the emphasis on the use of locally de-
veloped objectives and the process in a recent paper on the project:
"[Project Information's] effort at developing a statewide model
for program evaluation centers on the behavioral objective con-
cept. [Project Information] believes that student achievement
should be based on evaluation of objectives unique to each in-
dividual school and not program objectives which are centrally
prescribed by the state department or some other agency outside
of the school. Locally selected program objectives preclude
the rigidity that would characterize central control of program
objectives. Locally determined objectives allow the flexibility
of curriculum that is necessary for relevant program improvement.
This concept allows each school's program to be responsive to
the heterogeneous student population, unique characteristics of
the community, the existing educational resources, and evolving
instructional strategies. . . .
"A major goal of [Project Information] is to provide support to
staffs of participating schools in the attempt to describe occu-
pational education curricula by behavioral objectives. [Project
Information] trains two or three staff members (usually teach-
ers) from each school at a week-long workshop. These person,
called facilitators, learn the purposes of [Project Information]
and are introduced to the usefulness of behavioral-objective
learning strategies. They learn to write objectives and to con-
duct workshops in their own schools. The facilitators' primary
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function is to maintain the liaison between the schools and
[Project Information] as objectives and test data flow from
one to the other."
The objective-experienced teachers or facilitators as they are
called in Project Information have had at least one training experience.
Some have been involved from the inception of the pilot project in 1968.
Most have developed objectives for their own curricula. They have
further demonstrated a commitment by assuming responsibility to act as
liaisons for their schools to the project, as mentioned above. In that
role, they generally serve as spokesmen for the project and help teach-
ers from their respective schools write objectives. The investigator
has had the opportunity to observe several training meetings, both for
project facilitators and those run in project schools.
Though the researcher felt that for the most part the facilitators
were competent, there are several limitations to this group as objec-
tive-experienced. The project has not succeeded in meeting its goals
as scheduled. The writing of objectives has been the only fairly pro-
ductive activity to date, while testing and data feedback have not yet
been initiated. Administrative problems have plagued the project and it
will probably be ended after the finish of the second year of operation.
Some schools have been dissatisfied and dropped out. Several schools
have changed facilitators. The level of cooperation and productivity in
the participating schools has been most uneven, some doing an excellent
job and others doing nothing at all, not even attending all project
meetings. Also, there is little indication that objectives, once writ-
ten, are being used. [The information sheet added to the original in-
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strument package, as described above, was intended to help identify var-
iation in respondent participation and skill.]
The questionnaire was presented to Project Information facilitators
at the dissemination conference, which appeared to be the final project
workshop. Questionnaires were mailed to those facilitators who did not
attend, plus those who had been trained and active but whose schools had
dropped out of the project before the conference. A follow-up letter
was also sent.
The nonobjective-experienced group for the Primary Sample consisted
of two groups of teachers, high school and community college, parallel-
ing the source of participants in Project Information. Both schools
from which the groups were drawn were in one of the states included in
Project Information. The high school was a vocational school teaching
all of the areas selected as priority subjects for Project Information.
The community college had a small portion of its staff teaching in vo-
cational areas similar to those chosen by Project Information. Both
choices were made in cooperation with Project Information staff, to en-
sure that schools were similar to project schools but had had no connec-
tion of any kind with Project Information. The investigator also ascer-
tained that neither school had participated in any similar project which
trained teachers to write objectives.
The questionnaires were distributed in different ways which were
necessary to ensure the cooperation of these two schools. The vocation-
al high school director asked that he pass out the questionnaire to all
his trade or nonacademic faculty so none would feel slighted (there are
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37 teachers). The request was complied with.
The situation at the community college was quite different. Teach-
ers there were known to be considerably more independent and not as
likely to respond to an administrative request. [The researcher was
told that the son of the dean distributed questionnaires to all faculty
members and had a very poor response rate.] In order to be useful to
the institution and gain cooperation, the researcher agreed to use as
the sample group those teachers who had signed up for a workshop to be
given at the college on behavioral objectives. It was the first such
venture at this college and the information was provided as a pretest
of workshop participants. Therefore, the number depended on how many
signed up for the workshop. About 25 were expected. Participants were
invited from all faculties, so respondents included both occupational-
related and academic teachers. Questionnaires were distributed by one
of the faculty members in charge of the workshop.
Each respondent received the identical questionnaire including
wr itten directions. The cover letter which accompanied each distribu-
tion or mailing was kept as similar as possible. The letters did not
specify that this was an attitude measure or dealt with behavioral ob-
jectives in an attempt not to bias the respondents. The community col-
lege contact chose not to use the cover letter. To redress the lack of
information provided, all persons who responded to the questionnaire
were offered the opportunity to receive an explanation and summary of
results of the study.
Secondary Sample
To improve the generalizability of the study and because of the
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limitations of the Primary Sample, the investigator sought other educa-
tional situations in which teachers had received substantial training
involving behavioral objectives. Two such situations were identified.
The first to be discussed was considered the more desirable by the re-
searcher, but eventually chose not to participate.
A large, wealthy suburban school system in the Washington, D.C.
area is known for its extensive inservice course offerings. Its sum-
mer catalog could easily be mistaken for a college publication. One
course deals intensively with writing and using behavioral objectives.
The researcher came to know of this program when the director of train-
ing spoke to her concerning the need for evaluation. The researcher
proposed giving the instrument package to the graduates of last year's
course, to those entering this year's course, and possibly to a sample
of teachers in the system who had not volunteered for such a course.
This potential sample seemed to offer the best design possibilities
and a more complete training experience than the two used. Though the
director was in favor of such a plan, including a posttest and observa-
tion follow-up for this year's course participants, his supervisor ve-
toed the plan. The investigator was told informally that the reason
stated by the supervisor was that she didn't want the teachers to re-
spond to any questionnaires.
The second situation identified, which became the Secondary Sample,
was a large urban public school system in a southern state, with an
active Research and Evaluation Department which encourages outside re-
searchers to do relevant work in its system. The investigator was
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placed in touch with the chairman of this department through a personal
contact. in this case, the chairman felt the information collected for
this study would be of use to his own decision-making needs.
Beginning in 1970, this school system, hereafter referred to as
District K, made a commitment to train its teachers in special project
schools to write objectives. According to a memo issued within District
K, a special task force of 18 people from Research and other departments
was
"formed to help all project schools, teams and individuals
produce behavioral objectives for the remainder of the school
year. Top priority has been assigned to this task by
[superintendent]. Task force members have been freed of all
other responsibilities in order to work full time with proj-
ect teams. . . ."
Since then, training has continued to be offered on a workshop and in-
dividual basis.
Since there has been a variety of training experiences offered to
teachers over the last two years, it was judged an impossibly complex
task to identify clearly objective-experienced and nonexperienced
groups. The chairman of the Research Department agreed to identify two
elementary schools in District K, one which was highly saturated with
training and one which had little, and distribute the questionnaire to
all teachers in each school. Since the information sheet had already
been added to the instrument package, it was judged that this additional
information would assist in judging the wisdom of this decision.
There are several limitations to the Secondary Sample also. The
researcher was not familiar with the training offered in District K and
therefore cannot judge its quality. However, discussions with District
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staff plus written material led the researcher to question the intensity
and the completeness of the training.
It was also learned that District K had used the I.O.P.L., part of
the instrument package, with some of its teachers in its training. It
was decided to retain the I.O.P.L. as it was used over a year before,
and neither the test nor its results were discussed with the teachers.
The instrument package was identical to that presented to the Pri-
mary Sample. It was distributed and collected internally within Dis-
trict k, accompanied by a cover letter from the researcher as similar
as possible to those used with the Primary Sample.
Intended Analysis Plans
Analysis plans as described here were those established before the
analyses were carried out and remained flexible due to the relatively
unprecedented nature of the study.
The following analysis plan was to be considered. Groups were to
be compared on individual items, though logical clusters of items and
total test scores were also to be considered. Descriptive statistics
appropriate to the scale were to be used. Frequencies were to be cal-
culated for each item, dichotomized from the scale as agree or disagree.
A single standard of percentage difference between group agreement /dis-
agreement was to be established as a means through which differences for
each item could be observed. [No tests of significance were deemed ap-
propriate for testing differences between the two groups since they
would not be representative samples of larger populations.] Frequencies
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were to be displayed as in Figure 3 below:
FIGURE 3
FREQUENCY BY ITEM: PROPOSED FORMAT
GROUP 1 GROUP 2
Obj ective-Experienced"
"Nonobjective-Experienced"
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree
Item 1
Item 2
Item N
Estimation of item error was also to be considered as an alterna-
tive statistical method for estimating group difference. Along with
total scores on the I.O.P.L., supplementary information from the In-
formation Sheet (see preceding section on "Instrumentation") was also
to be studied for the possibility of partial regrouping and correla-
tional comparisons.
In discussing the results from a construct validity analysis,
Thorndike and Hagen (1961, p. 174) say:
"For any test that presumes to measure a trait or quality, we
can formulate a network of theory, leading to definite pre-
dictions. These predictions can be tested. Insofar as they
are borne out, the validity of the test as a measure of the
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tra i l
fail
test
,
or construct is
to be verified,
our theorizing,
supported. Lnsofar as the predictions
we are led to doubt the validity of our
or both."
However, it is unlikely that such a definitive conclusion could
result from this study. There is no single statistic appropriate for
measuring construct validity. The type of descriptive judgments which
may be made are described in Chapter III, "Research Rationale." Cron-
bach (1971, p. 465) describes the process of construct validity as
follows
:
"The test developer proposes a certain interpretative con-
struct, explains at greater or less length what the construct
means, and offers some 2 evidence that persons scoring high on
the test also exhibit other behavior associated with the con-
struct. ... It might sound as if construct validity is
either present or absent, but most studies lead to an inter-
mediate conclusion.
.
. . Construct validity aims more at
comprehension than at numerical results."
2 Emphasis is Cronbach's.
44
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS
Quality of Data
Table I on the following page, "Returns and Completeness of Data,"
is an extension of the sample description in Chapter IV. Data are re-
ported for the objective-experienced and nonexperienced groups in the
two samples. From this point on these groups are referred to as Groups
1 through 4, as indicated in Figure 4 below and on Table I: Groups 1
and 2 are the Primary Sample; Groups 3 and 4 are the Secondary Sample.
Groups 1 and 3 are objective-experienced; Groups 2 and 4 are not.
FIGURE 4
ANALYSIS GROUPS
Obj ective-Exper ienced Nonobj ective-Experienced
Primary Sample
(Project Information)
Secondary Sample
(District K)
Group 1 Group 2
Group 3 Group 4
The total number of possible respondents was 154. The total number
of responses from the 154 possible respondents was 104. From these two
figures, a gross response rate (meaning that any type of reply was in-
cluded) was calculated. The overall gross response rate was 68%. The
response rate was not even over the four groups. In both samples the
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RETURNS AND COMPLETENESS OF DATA
PRIMARY SAMPLE:
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Group 1
(Objective-Experienced) 50 39 78% 0 39 0 0 0 0
"Project Information"
Conferees (25) (25)
Nonconf erees (17) (10)
Dropouts ( 8) ( A)
Group 2
(Nonobject ive- Experienced) 52 34 65% 6 28 4 0 4 5
Vocational School "X" (15) (10) (1) (1) (1) (1)
Community College "X" (37) (24) (5) (3) (3) (4)
SECONDARY SAMPLE:
Group 3
(Object ive- Experienced)
District K - School 1
20 17 85% 0 17 0 0 1 0
Group 4
(Nonobject ive- Experienced)
District K - School 2
32 14 44% 4 10 0 0 0 0
TOTAL: 154 104 68% 10 94 4 0 5 5
I
..
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response rate for the objective-experienced group was higher. The dif-
ferential response rate between objective-experienced and nonexper ienced
groups was further increased by considering that ten persons responded
but refused to fill out the questionnaire. All such persons were from
the nonexperienced groups, causing the table returns for these groups to
indicate a lower return than accounted for in the gross response rate.
The highest possible total table N is therefore 94, the 104 responses
minus the ten refusals or total blank instruments.
Of those 94 who actually responded to the instruments as requested,
there were some cases of partial response. Four persons left more than
five out of 20 items blank on the I.O.P.L. Because of the established
scoring procedures for this test (discussed in the next section), scores
for these individuals were not calculated. There were no total blank
responses on the Original Instrument, but five subjects left more than
15 items blank. Their individual item responses were counted, but not
included in calculations using total scores. Five individuals did not
provide any information on the Information Sheet.
In judging the quality of the data, many factors are taken into ac-
count. There is no standard response rate which is considered accepta-
ble. In this study, the questionnaires were for the most part mailed or
distributed to potential respondents by a person not connected with the
study. Respondents had no stake in the study and there was no reward
structure for responding. They were not informed of the reason for the
study because of bias considerations. Given these factors, an overall
gross response rate of almost 70% is probably better than expected and
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Ls considered acceptable by the investigator.
However, Lor the purposes of the study, the unevenness of response
rate by groups, further accentuated by partial or complete refusals, was
considered a quality problem which required further examination and dis-
cussion. As previously described, the over-proportion of nonresponses
and all of the refusals and most incomplete data came from the nonobjec-
tive-experienced group. Letters of refusal from respondents plus con-
versations with the contact persons for Groups 2 and 4 indicated that
persons who were totally unfamiliar with behavioral objectives felt that
the instruments were inapplicable to their work and/or were afraid to
show their lack of knowledge of the subject. Remembering that groups
were selected from similar contexts, it seems worthwhile to note that no
such comments were written or voiced, to the best knowledge of the re-
searcher, by persons in Groups 1 or 3. Written comments returned to the
researcher included the following:
"In reading your research questions I became totally mysti-
fied as to their relevancy to Vocational Education."
"This form in my belief does not reflect the philosophy of
the trade school."
"The questionnaire you sent to the school to be filled out
pertained to subjects that I have no knowledge of—conse-
quently, I do not feel that my answers would be of any value."
"I did not have the time to do anything on the questionnaire,
but in glancing over it, I believe the questions pertain
mostly to academic and not the shop teachers."
"Didn’t have time to do this."
If ignorance and perceived lack of applicability were connected
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with nonresponse or incomplete response behaviors, then one could spec-
ulate that those who responded in Groups 2 and 4 were probably more
knowledgeable about objectives than those who did not respond. There-
fore, if the differential response rate was a biasing factor it would
seem to work against the investigator, in that the groups would be ex-
pected to show less separation on objective experience-related expecta-
tions than if the nonresponse rate were more random.
The disproportionate nonresponse rate among the nonobj ective-expe-
^i^ftced groups was further considered by studying the reported charac-
teristics relating to objective experience of those who did respond.
This study is reported in a following section entitled "Description of
Sample Groups," which discusses data from the Information Sheet.
Analysis Procedures
This section describes the procedures by which each of the instru-
ments was analyzed.
I.O.P.L.
The I.O.P.L. (Instructional Objectives Preference List) was scored
according to the instructions given by Popham and Baker (1970). The
test requires the subject to rate 20 instructional objectives from five
to one (excellent to poor). Two subtotals of item scores are calculat-
ed, one being subtracted from 60 and added to the other, yielding a
total score for each individual. Scores can range from 20 to 100, a
higher score reflecting a stronger preference for behaviorally-stated
obj ectives
.
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Scoring instructions did not cover two situations which the re-
searcher encountered—blank and zero responses. These problems were
discussed with Popham (telephone conversation, June 1972). The inves-
tigator proposed that a zero as a response be converted to a one (zero
believed to indicate a condition of "poorness" exceeding one) and that
a blank as a response be converted to a three (since subtotals are sub-
tracted from each other this makes a blank a neutral response in terms
of the total score). Popham agreed with these procedures. Because
these rules would allow anyone with a blank or almost blank I.O.P.L.
test to receive a total score, which would in turn affect the group
average score, those persons with more than five blanks were excluded
from the analysis. Four such subjects were found, as mentioned in the
preceding section.
Total scores were analyzed by group, yielding the following infor-
mation: mean, standard deviation, median, mode, and range. Welch tests
(a test for comparison of several mean values, 1951) were computed to
compare the means of Groups 1 and 2, and Groups 3 and 4, yielding a sta-
tistic v 2 which is distributed as F. [The Welch test was chosen rather
than the more popular t test because it allows for large differences in
the size (N) of the groups and also because it is robust for non-normal-
ly distributed populations. The question of suitability of inferential
statistics to this study is discussed later in this section.]
Original Instrument
The Original Instrument was scored for each of the 46 items in two
ways. On the test each item was presented as follows:
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Strongly
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Instructions asked the subject to "place a check (/) on that part of the
line which indicates the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
statement." An overlay was then prepared which divided the line in half
and in fifths, allowing the check mark to be recorded on a five to one
and a two to one scale. An example of the scoring of an item is pre-
sented below:
Strongly
Agree
V
(5) (4)
(2)
( 0 (2)
(1)
(1)
Strong ly
Disagree
SCORE: 5-1 = 3
2-1 = 2
By scoring each response in two ways different types of analysis were
provided for in a nonarbitrary fashion. Also, a score could be "on the
line" by only one scoring method and not the other. It was hoped that
in this way somewhat arbitrary decisions would balance out and that mid-
dle-marking would be countered in a systematic fashion.
Before the actual analysis could be performed, those items which
were written in a negative framework (see Chapter IV, section on "In-
strumentation") were reversed, fives converted to ones and so forth.
For each item, agreement therefore means agreement with expectations
held for objective-experienced teachers and not necessarily agreement
with the item as presented. Items which were negatively stated, there-
lore scored high for disagreement, are noted for reference on Table
XIII (see Analysis of Item Data" section).
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The converted scores were then analyzed, by item, for each group
and the two scoring methods. Using scoring method 2-1, items were an-
alyzed to yield frequency of agreement and disagreement, expressed as
percentages. Using scoring method 5-1, items were analyzed to yield
means and standard deviations. Welch tests were computed to compare
the means of Groups 1 and 2, and Groups 3 and 4, yielding a statistic
v which is distributed as F. For both scoring methods, blanks were
treated as zeros and removed prior to the calculations described above.
[N's are listed for each group for every item, as they tend to vary
s lightly.
]
Information Sheet
The Information Sheet contained eight codab le responses. Codes
were based on the given choices, most frequent responses, or number in-
tervals, depending upon the type of question. Standards were estab-
lished for judging the example of a behavioral objective. They are
summarized as follows:
1) Poor - no mention of behavior change, general comment.
2) Fair - meets two of three parts of definition of a behavioral
objective (condition, performance, extent) or gives
good definition without example.
3) Good - example includes all three parts of definition.
4) No response
5) Unsuitable or uncodable - a response which made no sense in
the context of the question.
Frequency responses by percentage were calculated for each
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group. No
response or nonapplicable as a response was included within the response
rate, therefore the table N*s do not vary.
Other Procedures
As an analysis across instruments, three correlations were calcu-
lated using all subjects regardless of group:
1) Total score on the I.O.P.L. with number of hours of training
(Information Sheet)
. Respondents who were known from a previous ques-
tion to have received no training were given a score of zero for this
purpose. Subjects without a score on the I.O.P.L. and those who did not
give a specific answer to hours of training but were known to have re-
ceived training were excluded from the analysis.
2) Total score on the I.O.P.L. (same conditions as in No. 1) with
total score on the Original Instrument (as scored by the 5-1 method).
Subjects with more than 15 blanks on the Original Instrument were ex-
cluded from this analysis.
3) Total score on the Original Instrument with number of hours of
training (same conditions as in Nos. 1 and 2).
In addition to the correlations, total scores on the Original In-
strument by group were analyzed in a manner similar to the treatment of
individual items.
Suitability of Inferential Statistics
The "Intended Analysis Plans" for this study stated that: "No
tests of significance are deemed appropriate for testing differences
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between the two groups since they are not representative samples of
larger populations. Although the investigator is still in basic agree-
ment with this position, she now recognizes that the position is indeed
arguable and will do so here, briefly, to justify the use of inferential
statistics. Clearly, this study did not have a random sample. Also,
given that there is a larger population of objective-experienced teach-
ers, this sample also was not selected to assure representativeness.
Even assuming there is a larger population, its characteristics and
distribution are not known. However, in admitting the reality of a
larger population, the door has been opened for the use of inferential
statistics, though certainly all the conditions of their use were not
met. It would be untruthful for the researcher to say that no general-
izations to a larger population were intended from this study, though
certainly they are of a most tentative nature.
The investigator has found no information concerning known-group
studies that speaks to the problem of defining the population. The
Welch test seems least to violate the assumptions, since it does not
require the population distribution to be known. It was therefore used
with expressed caution, along with purely descriptive measures, to pro-
duce additional data on group differences.
Reliability of the Original Instrument
Reliability of the 46-item Original Instrument was calculated
(Hoyt, 1941) for each scoring method, 5-1 and 2-1, and by each sample
separately and total. The results are shown in Table II.
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TABLE II
RELIABILITY OF ORIGINAL INSTRUMENT
Scoring
Group
5-1 2-1
Primary Sample
Gps
. 1 & 2
.93
.96
Secondary Sample
Gps. 3 & 4
.87 .88
Total
.92 .94
Reliability
,
as used here, is a measure of internal consistency of
the test. High reliability indicates that the items are homogeneous.
Another way of saying the same thing is that if infinite subsets of
items were given, the ranking of subjects would remain in approximately
the same order.
The Hoyt method is based on analysis of variance theory. It is
conceptually analogous to the split-half method, but where all possible
splits are tried to avoid the chance factor of the split-half method.
Reliability of the Original Instrument was adequate.
Description of Sample Groups
The instrument package included two sources of further description
for the groups which were to be used to analyze the items of the Orig-
inal Instrument. Known-group method requires only that the groups cho-
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sen differ on the subject under consideration, in this case, objective
experience. The I.O.P.L. and Information Sheet were included to provide
further data than were available at the time of sample selection on dif-
ferences in objective experience-related factors over groups.
I.O.P.L.
The results of the data analysis (procedures described in the pre-
ceding section) are presented in Tables III and IV.
TABLE III
I.O.P.L.
Group N Mean S.D. Median Mode Range
1 39 75 13.4 79 88 43(48-91)
2 24 62 11.8 59 59
54 37(49-86)
3 17 65 11.8 61 56 31(51-82)
4 10 58 4.9 58 56 18(50-68)
TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF MEAN VALUES (WELCH TESTS)
Groups v^* d.f.
1-2 16.9 1 .0003
53
3-4 4.3 1 .05
23
O
* v is distributed as F.
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The two objective-experienced groups (1 and 3) had higher mean
scores than their comparison groups (2 and 4). The standard deviations
and ranges were large for all groups except 4, especially 1, which in-
cluded both the highest and lowest score obtained. Comparing the two
objective-experienced groups (1 and 3) to each other, Group 1 had a
mean score ten points higher than Group 3.
A comparison of mean values of the objective-experienced group ver-
sus the nonexperienced group for each sample (Groups 1 to 2 and 3 to 4)
indicated statistically significant differences, especially for Groups
1 and 2
.
Although this data indicated that the groups showed differences in
preference toward behaviorally-stated objectives in the predicted di-
rection, those with experience scoring higher, it does not directly de-
scribe group experience with objective training and usage.
Information Sheet
Items from the Information Sheet (see Appendix) are discussed in
order of presentation.
Position
. Groups 1 and 2 had similar proportions of secondary and
community college teachers. However, the "Project Information" group
(Group 1) had 18% school administrators while Group 2 had none, but had
a similar number of nonrespondents. The showing of administrators was
not consistent with the "Project Information" documents, which call for
facilitators to be teachers. Therefore, no attempt had been made to in-
clude administrators in Group 2.
Groups 3 and 4 (District K) were all elementary school teachers as
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expected (see Table V)
.
TABLE V
POSITION HELD BY RESPONDENT
Group 1 2 3 4
Position (%) (%) (%) (%)
Teacher
(elementary)
— — 100 100
Teacher
(secondary) 51 57 — —
Teacher
(community college) 26 29 — —
Administrator 18 — — —
Other 5 — — —
Nonresponse — 14 — —
N 39 28 17 10
Knowledge of objectives; where first encountered . Only one group,
Group 2, had subjects who stated no knowledge of objectives (11%).
Group 1 indicated books or journals as the most frequent source, with
Project Information second. Group 3 indicated inservice training and/or
workshops as the most frequent source. The most frequently mentioned
source for the nonobjective-experienced groups (2 and 4) and the next
most frequent source specified for Groups 1 and 3 was university or
college course. All responses are shown on Table VI.
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This data supports the widespread familiarity of teachers with be-
havioral objectives, at least for those who responded to the question.
TABLE VI
KNOWLEDGE OF OBJECTIVES
Group 1 2 3 4
Know1edg
Where First
Encountered
(%) (%) (%) (%)
No — 11 — —
Yes - unspecified 8 7 — 10
Yes - "Project
Information" 28 4 — —
Yes - book or journal 33 — — —
Yes - college course 10 39 41 40
Yes - inservice or
workshop 8
— 53 —
Yes - colleague 3 11 6 10
Yes - other 10 7 — 30
Nonresponse — 21 — 10
N 39 28 17 10
Training in writing objectives . The results of the analysis are
given on Table VII.
TABLE VII
HOURS OF TRAINING
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Group
Hours of^'\^
Training
1
(%)
2
(%)
3
(%)
4
(%)
None
— 61 12 30
Yes - unspecified 23 7 12 30
1-5 3 4 — 20
6-10
5 4 35 10
11-20 15 4 35 —
21-40 23 — — —
41-60 23 — — —
61 or more 8 — 6 —
Nonresponse — 21 — 10
N 39 28 17 10
Objective-experienced groups had more training than nonexperienced
groups. All groups had some subjects with training. Clearly, the
Project Information" group (1) had by far the most training, with 54%
having received more than 20 hours. Group 2 clearly had the least
training, with 61% responding "none," while only 30% of Group 4 replied
"none.
"
Although hours of training differentiated Groups 1 and 2 as expect-
ed, Groups 3 and 4 exhibited more overlap than seems desirable, though
no standard can be set. Although Group 4 was selected as nonobjective—
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experienced, 60% of the respondents reported some training, while 12%
of Group 3 reported "none."
Comparing the two objective-experienced groups, over half of Group
1 reported better than 20 hours of training, as compared to 6% of Group
3. Group 3 lacked the intensity of training evident in Group 1.
Where training was received
. Location of training, as shown on
Table VIII, was consistent with the way the objective-experienced groups
were chosen. Ninety percent of Group 1 indicated "Project Information."
Seventy-seven percent of Group 3 indicated their school or district.
Group 4, with 60% receiving training, reported 50% university or college
location and 10% from the district. The data on location of training
for Group 4 could explain how the district could have considered School
2 as nonobjective-experienced, as most-teachers with training did not
receive it from the district. The 21% of Group 2 that received training
received it from university, district, and other sources.
TABLE VIII
LOCATION OF TRAINING
Group
Location
1
(%)
2
(%)
3
(%)
4
(%)
"Project Information" 90 — — —
District 5 4 77 10
College — 7 — 50
Other — 7 6 —
Not applicable — 61 12 30
Nonresponse 5 21 6 10
N 39 28 17 10
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ObJ t^ tves written in the Most respondeJ
, |ir
objective-experienced groups reported having written objectives in the
last two years. Of the nonexperlenced groups. Group 4 again responded
in a way that makes its designation questionable—half the subjects who
responded have written objectives recently (see Table IX).
TABLE IX
OBJECTIVES WRITTEN IN THE PAST TWO YEARS
Group 1 2 3 4
Did you
write objectives?
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes 95 14 94 50
No 5 61 6 50
Nonresponse — 25 — —
N 39 28 17 10
How many objectives were written . The number of objectives writ-
ten provided greater discrimination between groups than the previous
question (see Table X). Comparing the two objective-experienced groups.
Group 1 again showed greater involvement, here measured by number of ob-
jectives written. Seventy-two percent of Group 1 had written 20 or
more objectives as compared with 6% of Group 3. No one in Group 4 re-
ported writing 10 or more objectives, while 41% of Group 3 so reported.
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TABLE X
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES WRITTEN
Group 1 2 3 4
Obj ectives'^-^^
Written
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1-5 —
—
— 10
6-10 5 — 47 20
11-20 5 — 35 —
21-50 26 4 6 —
51 or more 46 — — —
Not applicable 5 57 6 50
Nonresponse 3 29 6 —
Uncodable response 10 11 — 20
N 39 28 17 10
Example
.
The examples written by respondents were judged by the
investigator according to the criteria described in the preceding sec-
tion. Results of the analysis are shown on Table XI.
TABLE XI
QUALITY OF OBJECTIVE EXAMPLE
Group
Rating
1
(%)
2
(%)
3
(%)
4
(%)
Poor 3 32 6 30
Fair 23 14 53 20
Good 64 — 29 —
Nonresponse 10 46 12 50
Uncodable response — 7 — —
N 39 28 17 10
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Only the objective-experienced groups wrote good objectives, with
Group 1 writing more than twice as many as Group 3. Most of the poor
objectives and all of the uncodable ones came from the nonobjective-
experienced groups (2 and 4).
Us es of objectives
. This item was difficult to code, as open-ended
responses came in various degrees of specificity. The objective-experi-
enced groups clearly showed greater use, as would be expected. The
least usage was reported by Group 2, which seems to agree with previous
information. Group 1 did not show the clear superiority to Group 3
which has been present on previous tables. However, the number of "yes"
responses for Group 3 that were coded as "other" prevent any conclusive
statement
.
Many responses to the use of objectives question were too vague to
code beyond a general category of objective usage. Therefore, the re-
l
searcher decided on the categories used on Table XII and explained be-
low:
1) Nonresponse - no answer was given.
2) No - the respondent gave a clearly negative reply, usually
f t
^ ffno.
3) Yes, unspecified - the respondent replied affirmatively,
but did not give any additional response.
4) Yes, acceptable - the respondent listed one or more uses
that were at least plausible.
5) Yes, unacceptable - the respondent did not give any uses
judged acceptable and listed at least one that was
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considered unacceptable.
6) Yes, other - the response was too general to be judged
(e.g., "in history") or was a unique response.
TABLE Xll
USES OF OBJECTIVES
^'''^^Group
Use
1
(%)
2
(%)
3
(%)
4
(%)
Nonresponse 15.4 14.3 5.9 10
No 2.6 42.9 — 20
Yes, unspecified 7.7 — — 10
Yes, acceptable 59.0 21.4 47.1 30
Yes, unacceptable — 21.4 5.9 20
Yes, other 15.4 — 41.2 10
N 39 28 17 10
Of the specific uses that were listed, frequently-mentioned use
categories included: curriculum planning, student evaluation or tests,
self-evaluation, to let students know what is expected of them, and
teaching aides. [Percentages were not listed here because of coding
difficulties and the problem of calculating and presenting rates from
optional multiple responses. ]
Summary
In every case on both the I.O.P.L. and Information Sheet the objec-
tive-experienced groups showed the expected overall differences on objec-
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tive experience-related responses in comparison to their nonexper ienced
counterparts (Group 1 to 2, Group 3 to 4). However, the intensity and
range of differences varied over the two samples. For the Secondary Sam-
ple, Groups 3 and 4, the distinctions were evident, in the predicted di-
rection, but consistently exhibited more overlap and less extremes than
found for the Primary Sample, Groups 1 and 2. Also, for every indicator
of objective experience, Group 1 exhibited more involvement and prefer-
ence than Group 3. Of the nonobjective-experienced groups, Group 4 re-
ported considerably more objective experience than Group 2, though this
experience was generally at a low level, as judged by hours of training,
number of objectives written and the quality of the objective example.
However, on the I.O.P.L. Group 2 ranked higher than Group 4 on preference
for objectives.
Although this information does not directly relate to the nonresponse
problem previously discussed for the nonobj ective-experienced groups, it
does indicate that among those who did respond there was considerable
knowledge and some instances of objective experience reported.
The definition of known—group does not exclude the possibility of
overlap, and in fact expects it as a condition of realistic data. Howev-
er, there is no standard by which to decide how much is too much. The in-
vestigator, in viewing the data described in this section, felt that it
supported her feelings concerning the superiority of the Primary Sample,
especially in the intensity of involvement of the Project Information sam-
ple in objective-related experiences. Both samples, however, were consid-
ered acceptable for analysis of the data by group, though the differences
in the samples encouraged the researcher to analyze the samples separately.
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Analysis of Item Data
The 46 items of the OHoinni Toriglnal Instriment were anaiyzed as described
preceding section entitled
"Analysis Procedures."
Ques tions Asker!
The intent of this study was to t-pci ou popular expectations heldfor teachers who have been trained to write anHd use objectives. These
expectations, phrased> m-dottu as items on a sraloSC e of agreement, dealt with atti-
tUdeS
’ ValUSS
’
Md PerCePti0"S
-* phases of the educational
process, general and specific.
To validate these expectations, the data was studied with the fol-
lowing questions in mind:
1) Did the objective-experienced groups agree with the expecta-
tions?
2) Did the objective-experienced groups differ from the nonexpe-
rienced groups in extent of agreement with the expectations?
The second question was the paramount focus of this analysis, as
the known-group method of construct validation requires separation of
the groups on the criteria, while the first question does not require
a comparative approach.
The analysis showed that question two is necessary and meaningful.
Some items which did not meet the standard of agreement on the first
question produced significant differences between groups on the second;
1-e., even though less than half the objective-experienced group agreed
With the expectation of the item, the extent of agreement was signifi-
cantly larger than for the nonobjective-experienced group.
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on
"°wever
-
Lhu rev““ was more frequently true. Herns
which registered agreement on question one did not prove significant
question two, as the nonobjective-experienced group was agreeable to a
similar degree with the expectation.
A third question, or an extension of the second, arose during the
analysis and had not been previously considered: if an item was found
to differentiate the groups by the established standards, did it differ-
entiate in the predicted direction-!. e. , did the objective-experienced
groups demonstrate the greater extent of agreement with the expectation?
The question was found meaningful, as the reverse finding did occur in a
few cases.
Tables
Table XIII lists the test items with scoring key for the conven-
ience of the reader and to avoid repeating items in the text. The re
suits of the item data analysis considered for discussion in this sec-
tion are presented on Tables XIV through XVII.
Agreement of Objective-Experienced Groups with Expectations
Preliminary to the known-group comparison, the items were checked
to see if objective-experienced groups agreed with the expectations as
expressed by the test items. [The reader is reminded that agreement
means agreement with the expectations held for obj ective—experienced
teachers, rather than agreement with the item itself.] The criterion
used was that half the group or better agreed with the item by both
methods of scoring (50% or 3.5). Three items (//10, //26 and //30) for
both objective-experienced groups and by both scoring methods, failed
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TABLE XIII
REFERENCE: TEST ITEMS WITH SCORING 1
(+) 1.
(+) 2.
(-) 3.
(+) A.
(-) 5.
(-) 6.
(-) 7.
(-) 8.
(-) 9.
(-) 10.
(-) 11.
(+) 12.
(-) 13.
(+) 14.
(+) 15.
(-) 16.
(+) 17.
(-) 18.
(-) 19.
(+) 20.
(+) 21.
(-) 22.
(+) 23.
(+) 24.
(+) 25.
(-) 26.
(-) 27.
(-) 28.
(+) 29.
(-) 30.
(+) 31.
(-) 32.
(-) 33.
(+) 34.
(-) 35.
(-) 36.
(+) 37.
(+) 38.
(+) 39.
(+) 40.
(-) 41.
(+) 42.
(+) 43.
(-) 44.
(-) 45.
(+) 46.
iIThw
0 b
?
ha\J ° r? 1 or Performance terms are a better means of communication thanIn discussing instruction.
teaching"
8 StUdtnC lcarninR can make teachers aware of the overly factual emphasis
Specifying Intended outcomes limits the creativity of teachers.
Testing is an integral part of teaching.
Systems approaches" are simply a way of operating logically.
Analyzing a course by specifying behavioral objectives is a commonplace activity fteachers. 1
general terms
of their
or most
Tests should closely parallel the textbook content.
Teaching is an art which defies analysis.
Individual instruction is an impossibility for the average classroom teacher.
Joint efforts at curriculum comparison and development are facilitated if all involved speak atthe general aim (goal) level. v
Most innovations fail because they are designed to replace the teacher.
Measurement of instructional products without behavioral or performance specification lacks
validity.
Viewing teaching from a learning rather than teaching perspective seldom leads to significant
changes
.
Good teachers would rather be regarded as a resource than a source of knowledge.
Without behavioral or performance specification, grading practices tend to be subjective.
Nat ionally-normed tests are fairer and more useful than those developed locally.
Students achieve more when they know exactly what is to be learned.
Teachers can put together good, balanced examinations without necessarily being able to justify
why each item is included in the examination.
An objective-based teaching approach tends to reduce flexibility.
If instruction is self-directing, the more able student can move ahead.
What is taught is not as important as what is learned.
Curriculum decisions can best be made after surveying a sample of textbooks and comparing their
content.
Behavioral or performance specification facilitates test writing or test selection, and grading.
The best criteria for judging the effects of the instructional process are those which are
directly observable and measurable.
Most curriculums need at least yearly revision to remove irrelevant and/or out-of-date
materials
.
Most teachers who have taught several years think about their courses in terms of student
performance outcomes.
To claim that a student may be weak in one aspect of a given subject is an illusion; they are
either good, bad, or indifferent at a subject.
The time the student has spent in the course is the most critical factor in his progress.
In performance testing, it is realistic to define a successful performance at less than 100%
accuracy.
Curriculum duplication within grades is desirable as it assures students are exposed to neces-
sary content
.
Teachers who specify learning outcomes are less likely to dwell on unimportant issues.
Students should learn what is expected of them from talking with other students and by studying
the textbook.
Students cannot be expected to understand the relevance of a learning goal until they have pro-
gressed beyond it.
Given sufficient time, the slower student can perform many of tha same tasks as students whose
progress is more rapid.
Teaching should be directed toward the average student, as most students fall at or near this
mark.
Specified learning goals belittle the real-life use of education.
A fault of most lesson plans is that they outline content rather than student performance.
An analysis of subject content is not a sufficient description of student learning.
A test consisting of several items should give pupils an opportunity to demonstrate different
types of thinking.
If the end product is specified, various methods can and should be used and compared to achieve
it.
Learning objectives should not be developed until Instructional strategies have been chosen.
Though teachers often say they teach for understanding, their lectures and tests often stress
facts and memorization.
Students are capable of evaluating their own progress when given the means and criteria.
Teaching toward specified goals is more boring than teaching without them.
Since most learning is interdependent, sequencing is not usually critical.
"Teaching for the test" is not necessarily detrimental, providing the test is a valid measure
of the teacher's instructional outcomes.
1 (+) » Agreement rated high (5)
(-) » Disagreement rated high (5)
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tabi.b XIV
PKRCfcfTI-ACE OF GROUP AGRKiaHWT WITH EXP KCTAT I ON I1Y I T ItIM(Scoring Procedure 2-1)
Item No.
Grou P 1 Gr ou P 2 Groups
1-2
- 15*1
Grou P 3 Group A Groups
X N % N % N 1
1
N
3-4
= 25X 1
i 100 39 82 28 * 81 16
—
J
89 9
2 89 37 85 26 81 16 80 10
3 87 39 63 27 59 17 80 10
4 92 39 96 27 82 17 60 10
5 90 38 85 27 A 88 16 67 9
6 72 39 52 27 * 77 17 50 10 *
7 54 39 44 27 65 17 30 10 *
8 80 39 56 27 * 81 16 20 10 A
9 77 39 50 26 81 16 30 10 A
10 16 38 23 26 27 15 11 9
11 87 39 64 25 * 88 15 44 9 *
12 85 39 89 26 81 16 100 10
13 82 39 69 26 80 15 70 10
14 74 39 74 27 100 16 78 9
15 90 39 92 26 88 16 70 10
16 90 39 50 26 * 88 16 90 10
17 95 39 69 26 * 81 16 50 10 *
18 80 39 58 26 A 88 16 40 10 A
19 82 39 69 26 75 16 60 10
20 92 39 85 26 100 16 100 10
21 77 39 65 26 94 16 90 10
22 72 39 46 26 * 31 16 10 10
23 90 38 92 24 94 16 90 10
24 95 39 80 25 * 88 16 60 10 A
25 95 39 92 25 100 16 80 10
26 49 39 8 24 13 16 10 10
27 85 39 89 26 81 16 50 10 A
28 92 39 64 25 * 88 16 70 10
29 87 39 92 24 88 17 68 10
30 49 37 26 23 * 43 14 40 10
31 82 39 75 24 88 17 60 10 A
32 87 39 83 24 88 17 67 9
33 82 39 57 23 * 71 17 70 10
34 87 39 88 25 88 17 80 10
35 69 39 56 25 94 17 40 10 A
36 90 39 80 25 94 17 80 10
37 80 39 65 23 * 77 17 90 10
38 87 38 83 24 82 17 100 10
39 85 39 83 24 94 17 100 10
40 95 39 92 25 100 17 100 10
41 74 39 54 24 A 63 16 60 10
42 92 39 88 25 94 17 100 10
43 90 39 92 25 100 17 90 10
44 90 39 68 25 * 82 17 80 10
45 62 39 75 24 77 17 40 10 A
46 72 3,
___
84 25 88 17 70 10
* ** Meets or exceeds criteria established for percentage difference between groups (Groups
1 and 2 - 15%; Groups 3 and 4 - 25%).
•m 1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
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TABLE XV
MEAN CROUP SCORE ON AGREEMENT WITH EXPECTATION BY ITEM
(Scoring Procedure 5-1)
Group 1 Croup 2
—
Group 3 Group 4
X S.D. N X S.D. N X S.D. N X S.D. N
4.9 0.4 39 4.0 1.6 28 4.2 1.3 16 4.2 1.3 9
4.1 1.2 37 4.2 1 . 3 26 4.1 1.3 16 3.7 1.6 10
4.4 1.2 39 3.6 1.8 27 3.6 1.7 17 3.9 1.7 10
4.4 1.1 39 4.7 0.9 27 3.9 1.5 17 3.1 1.5 10
4 . 3 1.2 38 4.0 1.5 27 3.8 1.2 16 3.4 1.5 9
3.9 1.5 39 3 . 1 1.8 27 4.0 1.4 17 3.3 1.6 10
3.4 1.4 39 2.9 1.7 27 3.5 1.5 17 2.5 1.7 10
4.1 1.3 39 3.3 1.9 27 4.0 1.5 16 2.0 1.4 10
4.0 1 . 3 39 2.8 1.9 26 3.9 1.3 16 2.5 1.7 10
1.8 1.1 38 2.0 1.5 26 2.3 1.3 15 1.9 1.3 9
4 . 3 1.2 39 3.6 1.8 25 4.3 1.2 15 2.9 1.7 9
4.3 1.2 39 4.3 1.1 26 4.2 1.3 16 4.7 0.7 10
4.1 1.2 39 3.8 1.5 26 3.9 1.2 15 3.8 1.6 10
3.9 1.5 39 4.0 1.7 27 5.0 0.0 16 4.0 1.7 9
4.3 1.2 39 4.6 0.9 26 4.4 1.0 16 3.9 1.5 10
4.4 1.0 39 3.0 1.8 26 4.3 1.
1
16 4.6 0.7 10
4.6 0.8 39 3.6 1.8 26 4.1 1.4 16 3.3 1.9 10
4 . 1 1.3 39 3 . 3 1 .8 26 4.3 1.2 16 2.8 1 .8 10
4.2 1.3 39 3.5 1.7 26 3.7 1.7 16 3.3 1 .6 10
4.6 1.0 39 4.2 1.3 26 4.9 0.3 16 4.8 0.4 10
3.9 1.6 39 3.7 1.8 26 4.6 0.7 16 4.3 1.2 10
3.9 1.4 39 2.8 1.8 26 2.3 1.6 16 1.8 1.2 10
4.6 1.0 38 4.5 1.1 24 4.4 0.8 16 4.0 1.2 10
4.6 0.8 39 4.0 1.5 25 4.3 1.4 16 3.5 1.8 10
4.5 0.9 39 4.6 1.0 25 4.3 0.9 16 4.0 1.6 10
3.
1
1.6 39 1.8 1.2 24 1.8 1.1 16 1.7 0.9 10
4.2 1.1 39 4.4 1.3 26 4.3 1.2 16 2.9 1.7 10
4.5 0.9 39 3.4 1.7 25 4.3 1.1 16 3.8 1.5 10
4.4 1.2 39 4.5 1.1 24 4.6 1.1 17 3.4 1.8 10
3.1 1.6 37 2.3 1.5 23 2.7 1.5 14 2.7 1.6 10
4.0 1.3 39 3.9 1.5 24 4.7 0.7 17 3.4 1.6 10
4.3 1.2 39 4.2 1.4 24 4.4 0.9 17 3.3 1.7 9
4.2 1.3 39 3 . 1 1.6 23 3.6 1.5 17 3.7 1.6 10
4.3 1.2 39 4.2 1.2 25 4.4 1.1 17 3.7 1.6 10
4.0 1.3 39 3 . 3 1.7 25 4.4 1.1 17 3.2 1.7 10
4.6 0.8 39 4.0 1.5 25 4.5 0.9 17 3.8 1.3 10
4 . 2 1.2 39 3.7 1.6 23 3.9 1.3 17 4.1 1.0 10
4.5 1.0 38 4 . 3 1.2 24 4.5 0.9 17 4.4 0.7 10
4.2 1.3 39 4.6 0.8 24 4.8 0.5 17 4.9 0.3 10
4.6 0.8 39 5.0 0.2 25 4.9 0.2 17 4.9 0.3 10
3.9 1.5 39 2.8 1.8 24 3.5 1.6 16 3 . 3 1.7 10
4.6 0.9 39 4.6 0.9 25 4.5 1.1 17 4.8 0.4 10
4.4 1.1 39 4.4 1.0 25 4.6 0.6 17 4.4 1.0 10
4.6 1.0 39 3.6 1.7 25 4.0 1.6 17 4.0 1.2 10
3.6 1.5 39 3.9 1.6 24 3.8 4.2 17 2.8 1.8 10
3.7 1.5 39 4.2 1.4 25 4.2 1.2 17 3.5 1.6 10
71
TABLE XVI
WELCH TEST FOR COMPARISON OF MEAN VALUES BY ITEM
Item //
PRIMARY SAMPLE - GROUPS 1 AND 2 SECONDARY SAMPLE - CROUPS 3 AND 4
V 2 d • f
.
P
Level of
Signifi-
cance!
V 2 d
.f
.
P
Level of
Signlf i-
cance
1
1
2
8.9
0.2
1
1
,30
,53
.006
.65
// 0.004 1 ,16 .95
3
4
4.1
1.0
1
1
,44
,64
.05
. 32
// 0.2
1
1
,17
,19
.55
.65
5 0. 7 1 ,48 .57
2.0
0.3
1
1
.19
.14
. 18
.62
6
7
8
9
10
3.0
2.0
4.0
6.5
0.2
1
1
1
1
1
,51
,49
,43
,40
,44
.09
.16
.05
.01
.68
/
//
//
1.3
2.3
11.7
5.1
0.7
1
1
1
1
1
,17
,18
,20
,16
,17
.26
.14
.003
.03
.57
//
//
11
12
13
14
15
3.2
0.002
0.6
0.
04
1. 3
1
1
1
1
1
,38
,56
.45
,31
,62
.08
.96
.56
.84
.26
/ 5.1
1.7
0.01
0.002
0.8
1
1
1
1
1
,13
,23
.15
,15
,14
.04
.20
.91
1.00
.60
//
16
17
18
19
20
13.5
7.2
3.3
3.6
1.8
1
1
1
1
1
.35
,32
,42
,43
,42
.001
.01
.07
.06
.18
//
//
/
/
1.0
1.4
5.0
0.4
0.2
1
1
1
1
1
,24
.15
.14
,21
.16
.32
.25
.04
.57
.65
//
21
22
23
24
0.22
6. 7
0.1
4.4
1
1
1
1
,49
,45
,44
,33
.64
.01
.74
.04
//
//
0.6
0.9
1.0
1.5
1
1
1
1
.13
,23
,14
,16
.55
.63
.66
2325
26
0.04
12.6
]
1
44
58
.85
.001
0.2
0.08
1
1
,12
.22
.67
. 7826 12.6 1 58 .001 // 0.08 1 22
. 7827 0.2 1 48 .64 5.1 1 ,14 .04 //28 8.5 ] 34 .006 // 0.8 1 .15 .62
29 0.1 1 54 .73 3.7 1 13 .07 /30 3. 4 I 49 .07 / 0.0005 1 19 .98
31 0.09 1 46 .77 5.6 1 11 .04 //
32 0.09 1 44 .77 3.3 1 10 .09 /
33 6.9 1 38 .01 // 0.007 1 18 .93
34 0.2 1 51 .67 1.3 1 14 .27
35 3.6 1
,
42 .06 / 4.2 1
,
13 .06 /
36 2.7 1
,
33 .11 2.4 1
,
14 .14
37 2.2 1, 37 .14 0.1 1, 24 .73
38 0.2 1
,
42 .64 0.04 1
,
24 .82
39 3.1 1
,
61 .08 / 0.2 1
,
25 .65
40 5.1 1
,
44 .03 // 0.1 1
,
15 .72
41 6.9 ]
,
41 .01 // 0.1 1
,
18 .77
42 0.02 1
,
50 .87 1.3 1, 23 .27
43 0.09 1
,
55 .76 0.5 1
,
13 .52
44 6.4 1
,
35 .02 // 0.00 1
,
23 1.0
45 0.4 1
,
46 .53 2.2 1
,
17 .15
46 1.4 1
,
53 .23 1.6 1
,
15 .22
1 // = p < . 05 ; = p < . 10
2 Absence of variance renders test meaningless.
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TABLE XVII
DIRECTION AND MEANINGFULNESS OF GROUP DIFFERENCES BY ITEM
A SUMMARY CHART
PRIMARY SAMPLE - CROUPS 1 AND 2 SECONDARY SAMPLE - GROUPS 3 AND 4
Item 0
Scoring 2-1 (%) Scoring 5- 1 (Mean) Scoring 2-1 (Z) Scoring 5- 1 (Mean)
Direction1
of
Difference
Grps. 1-2
~ 15%
Direction 1
of
Difference
Level of
Signifi-
cance
Direction 1
of
Difference
Grps. 3-4
= 25%
Di rect ion 1
of
Difference
Level of
Signifi-
cance
1 * // X
2 X
3
4 X
*
X
// X X
5 *
6 * / A
7
8
9
10 X
*
*
X
//
//
A
A
//
//
11 * / A /12
13
X X X
14 X
15 X X
16 * // X x
17 * // A
18
19
* /
/
A //
20
21
22 * //
23 X
24 A // A
25 X
26 * //
27 X X A //
28 A //
29 X X /
30 A /
31 A //
32 2
33 A // X
34 X
35 / A /
36
37 A X X
38 X
39 X / X X
40 X //
41 A //
42 X X
43 X
44 A //
45 X X A
46 X X
1 X “ Higher scoring group was nonobjective-experienced.
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to meet the half-group agreement criterion. These three were among the
eight items which previously were identified by the item sort as uncer-
tain, not having received positive reaction from all the judges. How-
ever, no items had been deleted, though some were modified on this ba-
sis, because the major purpose of the items was to differentiate rather
than to reach an absolute standard. As can be seen on later tables, two
of these three items (#26 and #30) did differentiate, for one sample,
the objective-experienced from the nonexperienced group. There were two
other items that did not meet the criterion, but only for one group each
(#7 and #22).
Percentage of Group Agreement
Using scoring method 2-1, the percentage of agreement with expecta-
tion calculated for each group is given on Table XIV. Since only those
who responded were counted, the remainder are those who disagreed, and
it was not considered necessary to list both (for example, if 60% agreed
then 40% disagreed). As noted in the analysis plans, an arbitrary fig-
ure was to be chosen as a minimum standard of difference. The figures
chosen were 15% for Groups 1 and 2 and 25% for Groups 3 and 4. A higher
figure was used for the Secondary Sample because of the smaller number
of subjects. The items which meet or surpass the criterion of each
group are indicated by an asterisk (*).
There were 19 items meeting the percentage difference criterion for
Groups 1 and 2 and 12 items for Groups 3 and 4. Seven items were common
to both groups (#6, #8, #9, #11, #17, #18 and #24). All of the items
which met the percentage difference criteria showed a higher percentage
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of the objective-experienced group
than the nonexperieneed group.
Mean Group Score on Agreement wi th
Comparison of Mean Values
in agreement with the expectati
Expectation and Welch Test for
on
Tables XV and XVI give the results of the item analysis for scoring
method 5-1, reporting means, standard deviations (S.D.) and statistics
for the Welch test. The choice of the Welch test was discussed in the
preceding section entitled "Analysis Procedures."
The number of statistically significant items, as based on the
Welch test, are given on Table XVIII.
TABLE XVIII
NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (WELCH TESTS)
Level of Significance Total
P <• 05 p<. 10
Primary Sample:
Groups 1 and 2 14 7 21
Secondary Sample:
Groups 3 and 4 6 3 9
Five of these items (//8, #9, #11, #18 and #35) had significant mean
differences for both samples.
It can be seen that the two samples did not react similarly to many
of the items. This was also apparent with scoring method 2-1 but can
be seen more easily on this data, as the responses are more finely dis-
criminated by scoring method 5-1. For several items, the differences
between the means of the objective-experienced and nonobjective-experi-
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enced groups were significant (p < . 10 ) for one sample but failed
differentiate for the second at that level. An example of this is
#33. The patterns of response are displayed on Table XIX.
to
Item
TABLE XIX
PATTERNS OF RESPONSE: ITEM // 33
PRIMARY SAMPLE
Group 1 x = 4.2
Group 2 x = 3.1
v 2 = 6.9 (p = .01)
59%
Rating
SECONDARY SAMPLE
Group 3 x 3.6
Group 4 x 3.7
v 2 = .007 (p = .93)
41% 40%
Rating
For the Primary Sample, Item //33 differentiated the group of ob-
jective-experienced teachers (Group 1) from those who were not (Group
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2). It did not for the Secondary Sample. Given the content of the
item, a possible explanation for this is the grade level of the teacher.
Teachers in the Primary Sample were secondary and community college lev-
el while the Secondary Sample teachers were all elementary. Elementary
level teachers may feel that their pupils are too young to understand
the relevance of learning goals regardless of their objective expert-
ence, while this factor may not influence teachers of older pupils.
Item #27, which discusses the possibility of a student having weak-
nesses and strengths within one subject, is another example of the same
phenomenon, perhaps for the same reason. The item was significant (p =
.04) for the Secondary Sample but not for the Primary Sample (p = . 64 ).
Since elementary teachers usually teach all subjects, this item might
be more meaningful to them than the Primary Sample teachers, who prob-
ably see a student for only one subject.
Two items (#39 and #40) which had significant mean differences for
the Primary Sample did not differ in the predicted direction, the non-
objective-experienced group having a higher mean score. Table XX, the
percentage response by group for Item #40 (scoring method 5-1), illus-
trates the situation.
TABLE XX
PERCENTAGE RESPONSE BY GROUP: ITEM #40
Rating
Primary Sample 5 4 3 2 1
Group 1 79.5 10.3 7.7 — 2.6
Group 2 96.0 4.0 — — —
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Results of
the Two Methods of Scoring
A summary o£ Che results of the two scoring methods for each item
Is found on Table XVII. This table was intended to facilitate compar-
ison of scoring methods presented on Tables XIV through XVI.
The direction of group difference was checked for all items and is
indicated on the table only when it was not in the predicted direction,
i.e., when the nonobjective-experienced group scored higher on agreement
with expectations than the objective-experienced group. However, the
researcher's primary concern regarding this situation was where the dif-
ference in agreement of groups for the item in question met a criterion
of meaningfulness. This occurred with two items (#39 and #40) as pre-
viously described. Both items met only one standard in one sample.
There were also several items which differed in the nonpredicted direc-
tion by both scoring methods within a subset, even though neither dif-
ference met the criteria. There were no items which differed in the
nonpredicted direction by both scoring methods in both samples.
The items which performed best for the purposes of the study were
those which differentiated the objective-experienced from the nonobjec-
tive-experienced group, by the two scoring methods, in both the Primary
and Secondary Sample sets. There were four items (#8, #9, #11 and #18)
which totally fulfilled these conditions, having met the criteria of
group difference by four standards: two scoring methods in each of two
samples. Other items partially met these conditions. There were four
items (#6, #17, #24 and #35) which met any combination of three of the
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four standards. There were ten items (#1, #3, #16, #22, #26, #28, #30,
#33, #61 and #44) which met standards by both scoring methods in the
Primary Sample only. There were two items which met standards by both
scoring methods for the Secondary Sample only (#27 and #31). All of the
items which met any of the above combinations of standards differed in
the predicted direction. These items, especially the first eight cited,
were considered successful discriminators of objective experience and,
as such, were further analyzed for content.
The eight items which discriminated for both samples to the extent
described dealt more with concerns which could be considered teacher
rather than student centered. [The investigator attempted to relate
the item to the expectations upon which it had been based and admits
the following comments are interpretative. The reader is referred to
the specific items being discussed.]
The objective-experienced groups of teachers indicated a greater
acceptance of teaching or instruction as an activity which can benefit
by a systematic, analytic approach (#8, #24). They disagreed with de-
fensive positions against introducing such approaches, indicating more
openness to new techniques as an aid rather than a threat to the teacher
(#11, #8). The experienced groups showed a greater recognition of be-
havioral objectives as a new technique that is different from what is
usually done and not more of the same (#6).
The objective-experienced groups were differentiated from the non-
experienced on two items (#18, #24) which dealt with measurement and
testing. They showed greater agreement concerning judging of instruc-
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Cion on observable, measurable criteria, an extension on the general
commenLs on an analytical approach made above (1/24, #8). They were also
more In agreement with requiring a systematic approach to testing, in
that the process of creating a good test requires being able to Justify
each item (#18)
.
Shifting toward student concerns, the experienced groups demon-
strated a more positive attitude toward the possibilities and purpose
of individualizing instruction (#9, #35). They also felt more strongly
than the nonexperienced groups that students achieve more when they also
are aware of the objectives of instruction (#17 )
.
Next in order of importance as discriminators were those items that
differentiated the objective-experienced from the nonexperienced group
within one sample. The Primary Sample had ten such items, four of which
can be considered extensions of the most powerful items described above,
lending further credence to their position. The four items included
greater agreement on: the objective experience considered as a "new
thing," even for experienced teachers (#26); the benefits of students’
awareness of objectives, particularly the ability to use this informa-
tion prior to instruction (#33); the importance of relevant testing in
recognizing that locally developed tests can in some circumstances be
more appropriate than nationally-normed tests (#16); and on an emphasis
on individual instruction in that they disagreed that time in the course
is a critical factor in progress (#28).
Items from two new areas were discriminators for the Primary Sam-
ple. The objective-experienced group rejected to a greater degree than
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against the use of behavioral objectives: that specifying objectives
limits teacher creativity (#3) and that teaching with the™ is boring
(#44).
The second area was that of using objectives to facilitate planning
curriculum and to make instructional choices. The objective-experienced
group indicated more agreement with: objectives as a better means of
communication in planning (#1) ; the choice of objectives made prior to
the choice of instructional strategies (#41); textbook surveys as an
inappropriate method of curriculum decision-making (#22); and curriculum
duplication as undesirable (#30).
Two items discriminated well for the Secondary Sample only. The
first concerned instructional objectives as a planning aid to the teach-
er, in that (s)he would be less likely to dwell on unimportant issues
(#31). The second item dealt with an aspect of individualized instruc-
tion, in the sense that it considered variations of performance not only
across students but for individual students across subjects (#27).
A total of 20 items have been described, all considered to be mean-
ingful discriminators between objective-experienced and nonexperienced
teacher groups. Eight of these were considered the most powerful, as
they were discriminators for both samples.
Further Analysis Considerations
Besides looking at each instrument individually, correlations were
run across them using the total score on the I.O.P.L., the total score
8i
on the Original Instrument (SCORE) flnfi ,-u_ , _^ ukl , and the number of hours of training
from the Information Sheet.
Since Popham and Baker (1967, p. 654) had asserted that training in
writing behavioral objectives had increased scores on the I.O.P.L., the
choice of hours of training was considered a suitable variable for cor-
relation. It was also a workable choice as hours of training was re-
corded on the Information Sheet as a continuous variable.
The results are shown on Table XXI.
TABLE XXI
CORRELATIONS ACROSS INSTRUMENTS
I . 0 . P . L
.
/ Hours of Training
.25
SCORE/Hours of Training
.34
I.O.P.L. /SCORE
.52
N 67
Neither the correlation of the I.O.P.L. with hours of training nor
the Original Instrument (SCORE) with hours of training can be considered
particularly meaningful. That hours of training accounted for more of
the variance in SCORE than with the I.O.P.L. was considered favorable
to the Original Instrument. The correlation of the I.O.P.L. with the
Original Instrument (SCORE) was
.52, about the bottom of the "meaning-
fulness" range for correlations of tests. It is considered a moderate
correlation showing substantial relationship (Senter, 1969, p. 433). A
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correlation of .52 can be interpreted to ,„ean that each test accounts
for approximately 27Z of the variance in the other (Kerlinger, 1964,
p. 112).
Since the total score on the Original Instrument had been used in
the above correlation, it was considered suitable to report other per-
tinent statistics concerning the total score by groups in the same man-
ner as had been done for the individual items in the previous section.
They are presented in Table XXII.
TABLE XXII
ORIGINAL INSTRUMENT: TOTAL SCORE ANALYSIS
X S.D. N
PRIMARY SAMPLE: Group 1 190 19.1 39
Group 2 170 18.6 24
SECONDARY SAMPLE: Group 3 185 17.8 16
Group 4 161 9.89 10
V 2 d.f
.
P
PRIMARY SAMPLE 16.4 1
50
.0004
SECONDARY SAMPLE 20.1 1
24 .0003
The 46 items, taken as a whole, significantly (p <.001) differen-
tiate the objective-experienced group from the nonobjective-experienced
group for both samples. Looking at all four groups, their rank order on
total score on the Original Instrument was the same as on the I.O.P.L.
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(order of group.,: 1, 3, 2, 4). Group 4 al,„ showed conslderaMy ^
variance than the other three groups on both tests. Although signifi-
cant difference by groups on total score of the Original Instrument and
its danonstrated relationship to the I.O.P.L. In terms of ranking groups
were not specified In the design of the study, this result is considered
favorable to the construct validation.
Summary of Analysis Results
This chapter has described the study since the data collection.
It began by discussing the quality of the data, in terms of the returns
and completeness of responses. It was noted that a large proportion of
nonresponses and incomplete responses came from the nonobj ective-experi
enced groups.
The analysis procedures were described for each instrument and
across instruments. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were
used, though the justification of the latter was questionable and was
debated within this section.
Reliability of the Original Instrument was calculated for the
sample groups in the study and was judged satisfactory.
The sample groups were further described from data collected in
the instrument package. The Instructional Objectives Preference List
scores served as an indication of preference for behaviorally-stated
goals while the Information Sheet contained several objective experience
related questions. In general, the objective-experienced groups showed
the expected differences from the nonobjective-experienced groups on
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objective experience-related responses but the differences showed con-
siderable variation over the Primary and Secondary Samples. Both sam
pies as described were considered acceptable for the purposes of a
known-group study, but it was decided not to merge the two sample groups
for item analysis purposes.
Analysis of the item data from the Original Instrument formed a
major portion of the chapter. Item data were analyzed for both scoring
methods by sample and experience group. Items which differentiated ob-
jective-experienced from non experienced groups across both samples were
considered the most powerful discriminators. Along with other items
meeting less demanding conditions for agreement of significance indica-
tors, a total of 20 items were considered to be successful discrimina-
tors m this study and were described by content likenesses.
Additional analyses which included correlations across the three
instruments showed the Original Instrument and the I.O.P.L. to have the
highest correlation. It showed substantial relationship between the
published measure and the instrument created for this study. Group
differences on total score of the Original Instrument were analyzed and
found to be statistically significant. The I.O.P.L. and the total score
on the Original Instrument were found to rank groups in the same order.
CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Review
The purpose of this study was to provide empirical evidence con-
cerning popular expectations held for teachers who write and use behav-
ioral objectives.
The hypothesis for this study is: given a test based on popular
expectations concerning the beneficial (and detrimental) effects on
teachers of writing and using behavioral objectives, a group of teachers
who have received training and practice in analysis of curriculum by the
behavioral objective approach are distinguishable from a group who have
not had this experience.
Conclusions
For the subjects in this study the knowledge of behavioral objec-
tives at the acquaintance level was widespread. Teachers were intro-
duced to the concept through books and journals, college courses, in-
service workshops, special projects, and by their colleagues. Knowledge
at higher levels of understanding, as demonstrated by the ability to
write a good behavioral objective, was less prevalent.
• The identification of the objective-experienced groups was substan-
tiated by their higher scores on the Instructional Objectives Preference
List and data from the Information Sheet. As compared to the nonobjec-
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K r.,u„, showed 6 tgnlfl cunl' ly greater preference for behavior., I ly-
s tated goals. They reported receiving more training in writing objec-
tives, writing more objectives, wrote a better example of an objective,
and gave greater indications of using objectives than their comparison
nonexperienced groups. Overall, the type of information gathered
served better to evaluate training and ability than use of objectives,
in that self-reports of uses yielded more subjective, less comparable
data than with the training questions.
• Although both objective-experienced groups ranked higher than both
nonobjective-experienced groups on identifiers described above, the
groups across the two samples showed considerable differences. The
ranking of the groups, from high to low, was 1, 3, 4, 2 on the objective
experience-related variables on the Information Sheet and 1, 3, 2, 4 on
the I.O.P.L. scores. Group 1 ("Project Information," objective-experi-
enced group of the Primary Sample) showed a greater intensity of objec-
tive involvement, on all indicators of objective experience, including
preference. Group 3 indicated less extensive experience and preference,
consistently ranking second to Group 1. The nonobjective-experienced
groups (3 and 4) ranked lowest but shifted rank positions on experience
and preference. [Possible reasons include: superficiality of the re-
ported experience for Group 4; influence of District K's objective pro-
motion project on Group 4 responses; general product orientation of
Group 2 teachers.]
The Original Instrument (the instrument created for this study by
the investigator from the expectations most frequently expressed to de-
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ex-
scribe objective-experienced teachers) was found to contain 20 of 46
items which were considered successful discriminators of objective
perience, in that they distinguished the objective-experienced group
from the nonobjective-experienced group according to standards estab-
lished for the study. All items which met the standards of successful
discrimination distinguished the objective-experienced from the nonob-
jective-experienced in the predicted direction, i.e., the objective-
experienced group was more in agreement with the expectations than the
non experienced group.
• The total scores on the Original Instrument were significantly dif-
ferent (p < .001) for the objective-experienced group and the nonexperi-
enced group in both samples. The ranking of the groups was Groups 1, 3,
2, and 4, consistent with the ranking on the I.O.P.L. previously dis-
cussed
.
Correlations by individuals were calculated across the Original
Instrument, the I.O.P.L., and hours of training. The highest correla-
tion obtained was for the Original Instrument and the I.O.P.L.
^ *52). The substantial relationship between the published test
and the one developed for this study was considered a positive indica-
tor of concurrent validity. It also supports the construct validation,
in that preference for stating goals in behavioral terms is an obvious
expectation for objective-experienced teachers.
No conclusion can be offered concerning the validation of the con-
struct. As stated in Chapter III, "Research Rationale," construct valid-
ity is never complete and requires the challenge and integration of many
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studies. The investigator considered the results
promising and worthy of further consideration.
of the study to be
Limitations
* A disproportionately higher rate of nonresponse and incomplete
response was noted for both the nonobjective-experienced groups. It
was considered that the persons least familiar with objectives might
have been the most reluctant to respond. It was therefore possible
that the nonrespondents were persons with the least knowledge of objec-
tives and that their lack of response reduced the range and amount of
difference between the objective-experienced and nonexperienced groups.
* The known-group choices for the objective-experienced groups were
made on the basis of having participated in a project in which most
teachers have received training in writing of objectives to describe
curriculum as a primary project concern. However, in neither group
choice was the researcher aware of the training received in the use of
objectives. The assumption seemed to be made that possible uses were
self-evident, or at least not a function of the training.
The issue of the appropriateness of inferential statistics for this
study was discussed in Chapter V. If inferential statistics are accep-
table, randomness and representativeness become limitations, as the
population distribution of objective-experienced teachers is an unknown.
The two samples differed on their responses to many of the items on
the Original Instrument. There are several possible reasons which could
be proposed for these differences in terms of the different teacher char-
89
acteristics of the groups: subject - academic versus vocational; grade
level elementary or secondary and post-secondary; and training - casu-
al or intense. The type of study performed cannot identify which if any
of the proposed reasons account for the differing responses.
• The use of an "ex post facto" research design precludes causal
statements concerning results. Also, there is a risk of misinterpreta-
tion in that a seemingly plausible explanation for an established rela-
tionship may not always be correct (Kerlinger, 1964
, pp. 371- 372 ).
Rec ommendat ions
* More data should be collected on the items developed for use in
this study. Those items which continue to function as successful dis-
criminators between objective-experienced and nonobjective-experienced
groups should be incorporated into an appropriate experimental study.
* The Original Instrument, through factor and item analysis, should
be further refined to do away with non-discriminating items and to pro-
vide a test for further construct identification.
* There is a need for more experimental studies of the effects of us-
ing and writing behavioral objectives and better evaluation of objective-
based projects. In this way, the training of teachers, and especially
their use of objectives, could be studied in process in a controlled
manner. Areas in need of study include the interrelationships of train-
ing in, preference for, and use of behavioral objectives, across grade
levels and subject types. Until more is known about the effect on the
teacher, studies of changes in student achievement using objectives
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1U COmblnatl°n ”lth
-ethod, sc™ limited as tc usefulness by an
unknown teacher variable.
• Since the known experience in this study consists mostly o£ train-
ing in writing objectives rather than their use, and since this experi-
ence did differentiate the groups on the expectations considered, it
can be tentatively stated that the experience of writing objectives
seems to have value. Projects which eliminate this stage and allow
participants to choose objectives written by others should consider the
implications of these tentative results.
• The concept of construct development and the known-group method of
construct validation seem useful for educational research purposes and
should be given more consideration. The problem of defining the popu-
lation in a known-group study is crucial to the choice of analysis pro-
cedures and currently neglected in the literature. Also, it is recom-
mended that anyone using a known-group procedure carefully consider the
criteria upon which the groups differ in terms of the instrument to be
used and its possible effect upon differential rates of response.
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Please answer the following questions (the terms "behavioral objective" an H ” rmance objective" can be used interchangeably for the purposes oftMs study):”
"
What is your position?
leather (Subject
.
,
School administrator
Other (please specify)
Do you know what behavioral objectives are? Yes No
If you can remember, where did you first encounter the term
tive ? (e.g., book, course)
"behavioral obj ec-
Have you received training in writing behavioral objectives? Yes No
If yes, in approximately how many hours of training did you participate?
Where was this training received?
Have you written any behavioral objectives in this school year? Yes No
Last year? Yes No
~
If yes to either, approximately how many objectives did you write during the
last two school years?
Give a brief example of what you consider to be a "good" behavioral objective, such
as you might have written.
Do you use behavioral objectives in your work? Yes No
If yes, briefly list your major uses for behavioral objectives:
2 .
3.
If you are interested in receiving a summary of the results of this study, please
turn in a separate 3x5 card with your name and home address.
abstract
AN EMPIRICAL TESTING OF POPULAR EXPECTATIONS
HELD FOR TEACHERS WHO HAVE WRITTEN AND USED
BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
A Dissertation By
KATHRYN A. HECHT
Directed by: Jimmie C. Fortune
University of Massachusetts
This study attempted to provide an empirical basis for the widely-
stated belief that teachers who describe their curriculum through behav-
ioral objectives are different in specified ways from those who have not
had this experience.
Previous research has not been able to demonstrate clearly that
objectives do make a difference. Some researchers have suggested that
desired effects were not present because teachers in these studies
lacked training in, and were probably not committed to, an objective-
based approach.
The design for this study endeavored to incorporate the suggested
conditions of previous research by using as subjects teachers who have
received training and have written objectives for their own courses.
This experience, in the author's opinion, represented the highest level
of involvement teachers customarily experience, and seemed most likely
to produce the understanding and valuing seemingly missing in previous
studies while remaining within a realistic educational setting.
Since there are no tests or criterion measures to study the experi-
ence under consideration, the development of criteria was essential.
Criteria upon which objective-experienced teachers could be expected to
differ from teachers who have not had such experience were gathered from
two sources: (1) from the expectations most frequently encountered in
educational literature and (2) from interviews with educators involved
with objective-based projects or institutions. The criteria selected
were considered the preliminary stage in the development of a construct.
The criteria were incorporated into a 46-item attitude measuring
instrument, and supplemented with a published measure of preference for
behavioral objectives and an open-ended questionnaire concerning experi-
ence related to objectives.
The method used to validate these criteria or construct was known-
group. Data were to be analyzed to determine if the group identified as
objective-experienced differed on the selected criteria from the group
identified as nonobjective-experienced. If the groups were shown to
differ, it would provide support for the usefulness of the construct of
being "objective-experienced" and for the popular expectations for "ob-
jective experience upon which it is based. The instrument package was
presented to the sample described below.
Two separate samples were used: (1) elementary teachers in a large
city school district and (2) vocational teachers participating in a two-
state evaluation-information feedback project. In both cases, a group
trained to write objectives was selected along with a group from the
same context who had not had that experience. Data was analyzed for 94
teachers.
On the test based on expectations for objective-experienced
teachers, 20 of 46 items successfully discriminated the groups in the
predicted direction, objective-experienced being more favorable. Total
scores were significantly different for the objective-experienced group
and nonobjective-experienced group in both samples (p < .001). The
ranking of the groups on the total score was consistent with the pub-
lished test and other information related to objective experience.
Recommendations include further repetition of the items, refinement
of the test by factor analytic procedures, and the need for experimental
study.

